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LAGUNITAS SCHOOL DISTRI4
P.O. Box 208, San Geronimo, Ca. 94963

Phone (415) 488-9399

December 29, 1975

Mc. S. O. Kaylin
Associate in Practicums
Nova University
3301 College Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33314_

Dear Mr. Kaylin:

a

The pilot project developed as a result of the work of
Mr. Robert E. Spain has been approved by the Lagunitas School
District Board of .Trustees. We are certainly grateful that
our district was, chosen to be the pilot district. We are
confident that if federal funding is not available, we will be
able to work out a solution with. the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway,
and Transportation District and the Marin County Transit District
so that the pilot project can start in September of 1976.

I have followed the project very closely and worked with
Mr. Spain to develop the pilot in our district. He has done an
outstanding job in putting together data that will be useful for
all districts of the county.

Mr. Spain's ability to organize, direct and develop this
year long study will be of great benefit to the citizens of
Marih County.

Sincerely,

HARRY . ROCHE_

llw

I

District Superintendent



CHLBERTL.SLUSHER
SUPERINTENDENT AND
SECRETARY OF THE BOARD

11

LARKSPUR SCHOOL DISTRICT
10 MAGNOLIA AVENUE LARKSPUR, CALIFORNIA 94939

TELEPHONE (415) 924-0345

t December 30, 1975

Mr'. S. 0. Kaylin
Associate in Practicuth

Nova Universi'ty
3301 College Avenue
Ft% Lauderdale, Florida 33314,

Dear Mr. Kaylin:

BOARD MEMBERS

SHIRLEY A. WALKER
PRESIDENT

JOHN W. BOYD
VICE-PRESIDENT

CHARLES E. NEWMAN
CLERK

HOWARD C. HARVEY

LEON PERSSON

This letter is to relate to you my evaluation of the practicum Mr.

Robert E. Spain has recently completed.

The Larkspur Schoch District has been involved in this project from

the start. Mr. Spain exhibited tenacity in developing a pilbt project

that is scheduled to start in September 1976.
t

Mr.'Spain has been very thorough in gathering and compiling data for

this pl::oject., Many of the school districts as well as the public tram-.

sit districts are Already using the data for future planning.

In my opinion this practicum achieved the objectives Mr. Spain outlinbd

to us many months ago. He is to be commended for bringing. about the

many changes evident in the cooperative attitude of the various public

agencies involved.

Sincerely,

GLS:pvl

GILBERT L. SLUSHER
District Superintendent

4



CHOOLS

EL AIRE
- 277 Karen Way.

ELVEDERE
20 Laurel Avenue

EL MAR
105 Avenida Miraflores

1U.

EED
41199 Tiburon Boulevard

EEDLAND WOODS
215 Blackfield Drive

RANADA
50 El Camino Drive
Corte Madera 94925

REED UNION SCHObL DISTRICT
1 155 TIBURON BOULEVARD BELVEDERE-TSURON, CALIFORNIA 94920 TELEPHONE (415) 435-4567

December 30,1975

Mr. S.O. Kaylin
Associate in Pradticum
Nova University'
3301 College Avenue
Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. 33314

4 Dear Mr. Kaylin,

I have been impressed with the professional job

that has been done by Mr. Robert E. Spain as he explored

the feasibility of combining school pus service with

public transit. f.

His actions hdvebeen most professional and the

research andAata that he has presented to the school

districts has been truly outstanding. I have attended

a number of the meetings that he has conducted and in

every contact he has demonstrated not only his committment

to public education but his ability to explore and analyze

problems.

After having read the practicum, it is My .6pinion.

that it is a fair and accurate repr\l\entation of'the

work that he did. He is to be congratulatdd for his

efforts and I certainly recommend his practicum for

approval..

a-i4,1kAL414

h D. Giovanniello

trict Superintendent



SAUSALITO ,SCHOOL DISTRICT
630 'NEVADA STREET / SAUSALITO, CA 94965 / TELEPHONE (415) 332-3190

Superintendent
DONALD W. JOHNSON

Trustees
DOUGLAS G. FANCHER
BARBARA A. HANSEN
BARBARA S. HARRIS
DOUGLAS B. MARTIN/Jr.
BETTY J. TIMES

4110. la

December 29, 1975

Mr. S. O. Kaylin
Associate in, Practicums
Nova University'
3301 College Avenue
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33314

pear Mr. Kaylin:

This letter l's in reference to the practicum of Mr. Robert E. Spain.

Mr. Spain has performed-a very worthwhile service- for the schools of Marin

County in this project. He has worked diligently to see that all details

have been covered.

Mr. Spain began this project with great enthusiasm and was able to

'gain support of the many agencies involved. Z attended several of the

Technical Advisory Committee meetings conducted by Mr. Spain and he has kept

them informattive, by presenting data accurately.

Mr. Spain is to be commended for his leadership in this project.

Much of the data collected and compiled has been of use to the agencies

involved. Our Board of Trustees was grateful for the indepth study of-our

own bus system.

We are very appreciative of the work Mr. Spain has done and we have

pledged to continue participating with other members of the Technical Advisory

Committee to further improve our school bus operations.

Sincerely,

Donald W. Johntz.on"

Superintendent-

DWJ:mo

. .
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this practicum was to develop and implement

a pilot project to combine school and public transit services in Marin

County. This required: gaining approval of several public agencies;

obtaining funds to cover a portion of the study; gathering data and

analyzing school transportation; gathering data and analyzing public

transit services; developing alternatives for different ways of

consolidating and combining services; selecting an alternative to

develop into a pilot project; and gain approval of the necessary public

agencies to begin implementing the pilot demonstration project.

5



INTRODUCTION

~Marin County, California is just across the Golden Gate

Bridge from San Francisco. It is phmarily an urban area of

over '500 square miles of gentle rolling hills. The 1970 census

showed that Marin County has both the highest leVel of educational

attainment by its adults in California and the highest per capita

incOme in_the state. The population of the county is approximately

225, 000 and is showing very little growth.

There are sixteen elementary school districts, two high

school districts, two unified school districts and one community

college district in the county..

The county superintendent of schools operates a countywide

regional occupational program,, special schools and classes for

physically and Mentally handicapped, as well as several schools in

institutions. Present public school enrollmentis approximately

50, 000. There has been a 2, percent decline in enrollment countywide

o during the past year.

The writer is'the Assistant Superititendent Marin County

Schools Office, with primary responsibilities of administration and
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striervision of -o'er 250 certificated and `classified employees. One

of the responsit ilities of the Assistant Superintendent is to provide

liaison with district superintendents, boards of trustees, and

resource agencies.

Expenditures per pupil have traditionally been above the

state average and niost of the districts in,the county are referred

to as "wealthy" districts. Anew finance--structure has been

initiated in California which, in effect, imposes a revenue limit per

child rather than a tax rate. The net result is to.eventually equalize

funding to provide equal educational opportunities for all students.

The result of this :for wealthy districts is 'devastating because they

are not allowed to increase the revenuetlimit to meet the inflation.

Consequently, the fight for the dollar is on between pToviding

salaries, supplies, .and services.

1.1
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1. ASSESSMENT OF NEED FOR TRANSPORTATION STUDY.

One of the services that many educators usually look at as

nonessential is school bug transportation. However, one of the

quickest ways to fill the audience at a board meeting is to have an

agenda item initiating the elimination or red iction of school buses

or 'routes. Nevertheless, the recent impact of the energy crisis,

higher costs associated with salaries and fuel, and the awareness

of environmental concerns -- namely air and noise pollution -- have

combined to bring all forms of transportation into greater focus.

In recognition of bthis need; the Marin County Grand.Jury.:

and the Marin-County Schools Office undertook a study in 1973 to
o

ascertain if there could be a consolidation of school bus operations

with public transit. The preliminary analysis indicated that

provision,of school bus transportation by the< public transit district

would not be feasible and would be costly because of current

incompatibility between school and present commute operations.

The grand jury recognized that a much broader study would.need to

e made and recommended that the Marin County Transit,District

condUct a study..to determine'if transportation of public school

students could be undertaken within the proposed expanded intiacountycoup



bus system. It was furt*r recommended that the Mann County

Schools Office and the school districts consider consolidation of

their transportation systems. (See Appendix I.)

The feasibility of consolidation must be determined on the

bas-Wof the advantages or disadvantages that would occur in

entralized dispatching, -storage, maintenance, and capital

quipment purchasing. The potential for combining school service.

5

w'th public transit service needs to be analyzed on the basis of

common routing, special vehicle requiretnents, and the Possibility

of developing funding transfer mechanisms between the school

districts, the California State Department of Educati,on, and the

Marin County Transit. District. Federal and -slate legislation that

c3-may prohibit consolidation or combination of ,school bus service

and public transit must be considerd. (See Appendices II &

After working with the grand jury in the preliminary study,

I was convinced that the Marin.County SchoolsOffice should take

the leadership in studying and implementing some type of combined

transportation system. The state department of education informed '.

me that only two county schools offices in the state have combined the

2
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school district transportation system through a joint powers

agreement. There is no public transit system involved in these

ventures. A computer search through the San Mateo Educational

Resources Center produced very little inforMation on this topic.

(See Appendix IV.) However, Ldid obtain information ontwei-types

of combined, systems in other states. These systems are included

in Appendices V and VI.

2 3
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2. DEVELOPING A TRANSPORTATION STUDY PLAN

In September of 1974, representatives of the Marin County

Transit District, the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation

District and the Marin County Schools Office met to discuss a study

to determine the possibility of merging services. It was agreed that

a study was needed to determine the feasibility of such a plan and

that a pilot project would need to be prepared.

The overall purpose of the study will be to determine if any

benefits would accrue from a consolidation of school bus operations

with an intracounty.public-transit system. The costs and disruption

that could result from an ill-conceived consolidation or combination

could be",quite high. It is essential, therefore, that anyiuch program

be carefully analyzed and tested in advance before recommendation of

.a final implementation plan.

This is particularly true in transit operations -since they

have both high capital outlay costs and operating costs associated with

their initiation and operation. The combination of school and public .

transit has an additional constraint in that the vehicle requirements

for each service are dissimilar due to government regulations.

° 2.i



It was decided to undertake the project in two phases.

Phase I will analyze the potential for consolidation or combination

of the two systems on the basis of improved efficiency and the

economics of the resultantpration. Careful evaluat n of the

advantages and disadvantages of each individual system will be made

before recommending consolidation or combination. Phase II will

be to develop a design to implement and test the new consolidated or
_

combined operation on a pilot basis before full implementation would

be proposed.

We also determined it would be necessatiry to sec re funds

to hire a consultant firm familiar with public tra it systems and

school system7 The magnitude tof this proj'ect' d the many separate

entities necessary to carry out the proposal preclude the possibility

of using existing staff solely. _
0. 0

We were determined at this point that $25, 000 be allocated

as maximum fee for a consultant. The. Marin County Transit District

would contribute' $15, 000 and the school districts, $10, 000. The

--Golde 6 to bridge, Highway:, and Transportation District refused

to participate monetarily. Howeverthey agreed to lend support

2 i)
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with manpower to help research data and provide a person as

liaison to the Technical Advisory Committee.

2



3. OBTAINING APPROVAL FROM PARTICIPATING AGENCIES.,

The success of the project will depend upon the combine

cooperation of all school districts in the county, the'Marin County

Schools Office, and the Marin County Transit District. This was

the fir st major task. undertaken,

I tad discussed the possibility of obtaining $5, 000 from the

County School Service Fund with the president of the board and he.

agreed to recommend this to the full board. This left $5, 000 to

obtain from the twenty-one-districts. A meeting S called in

° October 1974, inviting representatives Of,all scho'Ol distlEdts

county. The purpose was to gain the support of all,twenty-o

districts in the county to participate with manpower funds. The ,

ss

districts agreed there .would-be no harm in conducting the study,. but

Bowe felt reluctant at the suggestion of-losing district' controlled

4 transportation systems.

The next item" on the agenda was funding. I felt it \Xi 0 1_11d be

difficult* getAall tw,enty-one districts to participate on an equal

basis. Since there is 50, 000 enrollment in the county, $. 10 per

student would generate the $5, 000` required. It was suggested that

4
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the community college and four high school districts be responsible

for $.1,0 per average daily attendance for all students, including

elementary, within their districts. I knew it would be much easier

to get five school boards to agree than the entire twenty-one.districts

separately,. The representatives of the five districts agreed to let

me pre.sent the plan to their boards. ti.e other districts agreed to

furnish the needed data.

A plan was developed outlining ten major tasks that-would

be performed:

Task 1: Establish Technical Advisory Committee

To assure that the studyprovides the proper scope in

assessing the feasibility of consolidating or combining school and

public transit service in Marin County and to maximize the input of
.

diverse technical views, a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

must be formed. Membership on the TAC includes but is not

limited to representatives of the local school districts; the California

State Department of Education; Golden Gate Bridge Highway, and

Transportation District; Marin County Transit District; Metropolitan

Transportation Commission; and the Marin County Schools Office.

2
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The function of the TAC is to assist in defining community

goals for the, combined, system; review progress on the 'study; and

suggest .methods, resources or alternatives in the analysis of data.

Task 2: Survey of School District Transportation`

This task involves obtaining information on current operations,

procedures, staffing, budgets, and attitudes necessary for the analysis

of school tE,;ansporiation operations. Interviews will be conducted with

school board officials and school district staff of all of the districts" in

the county as,well as the county schools office. Data will.be collected

specifi'cally relating to the transportation demand in each district, the

dispatching and routine operation of the transportation system, the

storage and maintenance of vehicles, and the purchasing of botl,

vehicle equipment and parts.

Task 3: Analysis of System Characteristics

The physical characteristics of each district's school bus

operations will be analyzed. This will -.include identification of

routes and sch'eclules, patronage, and vehicle, requirements and

condition. This information will be organized into a format suitable

for graphic presentation. In addition to scheduled operations, data
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w-i-11--also be' collected on,,reliability, schedule adherence, and

special _operating problems. Particular attention will be addressed

to special vehicle requirements occasioned by terrain, turning radii4,.

and handicapped features:

Task 4: Analysis of Administrative Characteristics'

The budgets and staffing for the transportation operation

of each district will be analyzed.' The purpose will be to determine

how manpower is used and charged for the transportation function

and to identify any differences between districts that might have,an

impact on consolidated operations. The vehicle replacement policies

and schedule, will be noted as well as special provisions that prevail

regarding part time or -split shift drivers. Information will be

collected on-the potential for consolidated purchasing of transportation

eqqipment and centralized maintenance for major overhaul and repair

work.

Task 5: Examine Current Public Transit Utilization

This task will examine the current public transit operations'

which have a potential fOr integration with school bus-opdrations.

The consultants will collectdata.on routes, schedules,. patronage,



arid costs associated with public transit operations. Primary focus

will be on the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation

Diftrict service; special shuttles; and categorical prograMs. A

major product from this task will be an analysis of transit user

characteristics.

Maintenance and administrative capabilities including

utilization of land and buildings, storage, fueling,, and repair will

be examined.

-Task 6: , Conduct Transit Needs Analysis

The primary public transit needs in Marin County have

been identified:in a previous study, the Balanced Transportation

Program (BALTRAN). 1 A summary of this study is contained in

Appendix VII. That study identified total travel ,demands in the
. -

county and_estimated the transit demands on the basis of differences

in time and cost between auto and bus travel. The transit routes

proposed as a result of that work may be used for the proposed fixed

route public service. An additional analysis will be made of the

1Marin County, California, Balanced Transportation Program,
Phase II Report: A Transportation Plan for Marin; June.8, 1972,
pp.

3i
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"captive" (handicapped, elderly, :economically disadvantaged)

transit market ifi areas that could npt be reasonably served by

fixed route service.

Task Identify Degree and Type of Consolidation or Combination

with Public Transit

Utilizing data developed in the previous tasks, the potential

for consolidating or combining the school and public services for

each school district will 15e-examined'. The transportation needs

within each district will be categorized into one of the folloWing

three types of service:

Regular Public Service: includes Youtes currently

operated by the 'Golden Gate Bridge,'" Highway, 'and Transportation

District or proposed in the BALTRAN Study that could accommodate

school operations with only minor modification.

Demand Responsive PUblic Service:' includes service

.currently in operation for special purposes where the combined
.

volumes of school and general patrons d) not justify a fixed, route.

It would also include service to captiVe Piers who currently have

no access either to automobile or existint, public transit.

'3?
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Single Purpose Bus Service: includes those areas where

general public demand for transit would not be significant enough

for combining with school operations, and therefore, only school

service would be provided.

J It is hoped that preliminary cost data can be developed at-

16

this point.to determine the overall scope and magnitude of consolidation

or combination. Even if total 'consolidation is not feasible on a

colins-Arwide basis, partial consolidation or combination-uri-a- smaller

area basis may be feasible. A number of alternatives will result

from this ,a.nalysis. These alternatives will be presented to the

Technical Advisory Committee for evaluation. They will cover the

full range of minor to total consolidation or combination.

.e

Task : Select Area for Pilot Demonstration

.
In order to test' the actual feasibility of implementing

consolidated service or combined school and public service, one

area will be selected for a pilot demonstration, The purpose will

be to assess the costs.and administrative operational techniques

necessary to maintain the combined operations.

9 -;t)0
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Task 9: Determine Operating Characteristics-and Administrative

Procedures for Pilot Demonstration

Detailed planning for specific routes, schedules, manpower,

and equipment' requirements be determined. Agency

'responsibilities will be established to simulate as closely, as possible

the effects of consolidSted school operations and combining public
, .

and school operations. The three. agencies currently providing

transit operations -- Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation

District; Marin County. Transit DistricL, and the schools -- will be

involved in developing various phases of the pilot demonstration.

Local And- state 'education codes will be reviewed to

determine whether any ba.rriers exist to either the pilot or potential

future consolidated or combined operations. Of particular concern

will be whether such a pilot operation would in any way affectthe

state subventions received by school districts providing school bus

transportation.

Task 10: Develop Evaluation Process for Pilot Demonstration

The pilot test of combined operations will be a demonstratimn-
1-.

project, conducted during one school year or approximately ten months,



'to determine the applicability of such a system countywide . An

effective evaluation program is required in order for this

applicability to be assessed..

Many of the basic paramgters requirei in the valuation ^
a

will have been iaeritified in the analysis of existing operations and

in the design of tilie,pilot demonstration, including" the formulation

_of §e ic ..Tequirem eats, _ e

. _
service standards, and the identification of system deficiencie,s.

Objectives to be measured follow.

1. The cost per passenger mile\ for both school and

transit district will be reduced by 10 percent.

2. There will be a 15 percent increase in the load

factors in those transit buses associated with combined operations.

3. Additional transportation support to students for

all school related transportation needs over and above the basic

home to school commute will'be prOvided as measured by the increase

of 8 percent in total school field trip mileage.
e

,
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4. .There will be an increase in utilization of iiitercounty

-transit in the pilot area during peak hours measured by a 3 percent

increase, in the load factors in the pilot area.

5. There will be a 2 percent increase in utilization of

GGBHTD inter county commute buses because of collector and

distributor service as measured by the total system load factors.

The plan for the study, with the ten major tasks outlined,

was presented to and approved with $.5, 000 in funding by the Marin

County Board of Education on November 12, 1974. During the months

of November and December, I attended board meetings and obtained'

approval of the project and the additional $5, 000 in funding from the

Marin CoMmunity College District, NOvato Unified. School District,

San Rafael School District, Shoreline Unified School District, and

Tamalpais Union High School Disti.ict.' On December 23, 1974, the

Marin County Transit District Board of Directors approved their

-final commitment of up to:$15, 000.

In January 1975, the firm of JHK and Associates of San

Francisco agreed to perform certain servi es inthe project-.. (See

Schedule B, Appendix VIII. ) It was agreed: tha the Marin County

t)tt
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Schools Office would contract with the Marin County Transit District

'for $10, 000, and the Marin County Transit District would be the

funding agency with the consultant firm.
4

y.

0

I
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4. ESTABLISHING A'TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)

The first Technical Advisory Committee meeting was held

on January 7, ,1975. The voting members of the TAC ard-
.!

representatives of the seven agencies contributing financially to

the project: Marin CoMmunity College District, Marin Counryl

Transit District, Novato Unified School District, San Rafael School
-

District, Shoreline Uni"'ed School District, Tamalpais Union High

School District, andMarin County Schools Office. Also,

representatives from eleven elementary school districts, California
0

State Department of Education, Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and

Transportation District, and Metropolitan Transportation Commission

were present. (See Appendix IX. )

The main purpose of the first meeting was to discuss the

work plan to be used in condpcting the study and implementing a

pilot project. The work plan is the carrying out of the ten tasks

outlined earlier. We also discussed the role of the TAC which is

approve the work plan to be undertaken, receive progress reports,

report to member agencies on progress of study, make specific

recommendations' on performance of technical Work to member

ageneies, and agree to meet at least once a month during the time

3,6
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'this'vroject is going on to review proposals and-tasks completed

to date.

The committee gave me approval to develop a survey form

to gatherdata-on school transpertation. We agreed it.would be inp

two parts.. Part A would be in regular questionnaire form and

Fart B would be individual interviews to °gather attitudinal data.

C

I Was `instruct6d to work with JHK and. Associates to develop

the forms to insure that the two methods of data collection would be

similar and could easily be compared to one another.
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5. SURVEY OF SCIIOOL DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION

A questionnaire was developed to obtain data on district

transportation operations. The questionnaire was approved by the

Technical Advisory Committee on January 14, 1975. The questionnaire

covered all aspects of school transportation systems, including

categories of expenditures, administrative requirements, school

operating hours, routes and schedules, planning procedures and

policies, and need for nonscheduled service. A copy of the

questionnaire is, included in Appendix X.

Interviewwwere scheduled with key personnel in each school

district to obtain a firsthand knowledge of transportation needs and to

discuss alternative approaches to meeting these needs. Generally,

both a member of the administrative staff and a school board member

were interviewed. In the high school and college districts, student

representatives were included to obtain a balanced view of transportation

issues. In the smaller diqtricts, the interviews were limited to board

members.

The interviews were s,trucpred to include a discussion of

data on transportation operations p..s well as policy issues. Basically,

the interview' covered the following areas:



(1) Effectiveness of the current district transportation

operation;

(2) Olierall operation of the school district; and

(3)' Issues involved in alternative concepts for providing

school transportation.

o A statement of representative issues was prepared and sent to those

to be interviewed prior to the scheduled interview. (See -Appendix XI. )

Pilot Survey

Prior to the distribution of the survey instrument', a test

was conducted with the San Rafael School District to evaluate the

format,and =completeness of the documents. No changes were

rnecessary as .result of this pilot test.

Scope of Survey .
r

All school districts in Marin County were surveyed.

most cases this involved a written questionnaire followed by an
rr

interview with district personnel. Since Laguna Joint, Lincoln,

Nicasio, and Union Joint Schdol Districts each maintain a single
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school and provide no transportation services, these interviews

were conducted by telephone to obtain general information on school
it

hours, enrollment, use of field trips, and mode of home to school

travel. The districts surveyed and the schedule of interviews are t

listed in Table 1.

Questionnaire Results

The information obtained from the survey questionnaire

was organized to reflect the following categories of information:

school district characteristics, schoql transportation services; and

transportation costs.

The summary on each category shows the pertinent

characteristics of the data obtained, such as the most common

response; responses differing"from the norm; and the range of

responses. Appropriate tables and maps are provided to .summarize

and clarify the information obtained.

As expected, the level of response on each item of the

questionnaire differed according to 'the district surveyed. Since

the questionnaire was structured to include all elements of the most

4 2
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TABLE 1

INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED

SCHOdL ,DISTRICT '..- -

January
20-24-

January
27=31

February
---3-,----7

_rebruary______February
10-14 17-21

Holinas-Stinson

Dixie '

Fairfax

'Kentfield
.

Laguna Joint

Lagunitas

Larkspur

Lincoln

Marin Community
College District

Marin County
Schools

Mill. Valley

Nicasio

Novato Unified

Reed Union

Ross

San Anselmo

San Rafael

Sausalito

Shoreline Unified

Tamalpais Union

Union Joint

,

.

x

. x

.

.

..

,

4,,

.

,

'

.

,

x

.

x

x

e

;.-.

S.

.

x.

x

x

,..

x

x

x

x

x
,

..

x

,x

-

1.

x

43
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extensive school district transportation operations, several
11

questions were applicable only to the larger districts maintaining

a comprehensive transportation service (e. g. questions on cost of

equipment and maintenance facilities). In addition, questions

associated with school operated bus systems we_re_no.t__re_le_vant-to

districts contracting transportation services,. In both these cases,

a detailed breakdown of transportation costs and other data either

were not applicable or not available.

School District Chara.oteristics: A primary objective was

to establish the context in which transportation needs and services

- exist. ,,Consequently, an inventory was prepared which documented

the number of schools and the grade levels served for all schools in

each district. The information was obtained from the Marin Codrity
2

Schools Directory, 1974 -75, and checked against information

obtained from the survey questionnaire. This inventory is shown

in Table 2.

It-is recognized that the schools' inventory will Lindergo:

some changes next year. Even more drastic shifts can be expected

2
, Marin Count; Schools-Directory, 1974-75. Marin County,

California.

4
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INVENTORY OF.MARIN COUNTY SCHOOLS
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DISTRICT
rump AND amps liNVEL OFSCEOOLS

Middle (Jr) High Schoo117-Elementary

LHolinas-St son 1 K-8 (Timalpais)

Dixie 7 K-6 2 /743 (SanAifael)

Fairfax 3 K-6 1 7-8 (Tamalpais)

Kentf,ield 3 K-6 1 7-8
-
(Tamalpais)

Laguna Joint (ohe-room .(Petaluma)

.Lagunitas

school) ,

2 K-8 .

4

(Tamalpais)

Larkspur K-6 ,

2 K-8
(Tamalpais)

Lincoln (one-room .

school)

.

'(Petaluma)

Mill Valley 6 K45
1 1-5.

1 6-8 ( Tamalpais),

Nicasio ,- 1 - K-8. (Tamalpaisi

Novat\Unified 12 K-6 3 . 7-9 3 10-12

Reed Unio\n 1 K-1
2 K.5

6-8 (Tamalpais)

1 -2-5
..

Ross 1 k-8 (Tamalpais)

San Anse=o - 3 K-6 2 7-48 (Tamalpais).
1 P° K-3

.

1 -4-6.

San Rafael Elem.
and High Schcol

8 IC-5

2 dK-3

2 6-8 3 . 9-12

1 N.4-5

Sausalito
..

1, K-3 ( Tamalpais)

1 4-8

Shoreline-Unified 1 1(7.5

2 K-8 1 9-12
1 1-3

Tamalpais Union H.S. -- -- 3 4 9-12'''

1 Continuation
1 Opportunity

UnionJoink (one-room
school)

(Petaluma)

21340 Schoolaerving Each school district.
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in future years as changing conditions influence the number and

location of school. facilities. Enrollment will be a key factor in

shaping these changes. As enrollment rises or falls, adjustments

must be made innumber and distribution of physical plants in the

rii s_tricts and in budgeting priorities. These changes can be expected

dio exert- a significant impacton the home to school transportation

program.

Table 3 shows the average daily attendance (a. d. ai ) for

each school district from 1969 to 1974 and indiCates changes

anticipated in school operations for 1975-76.

State laW requires, that each school district provide a

prescribed number of hours of instruction per day for each student.

It does not, however, dictate the operating schedule of the schools.

The number of required hours of instruction differs for each grade

level; Consequently, not all students spend the same amount of time

in school.

.The distributiOn of starting and.dismissal times can be a

critical factor in planning bus schedules and routes and allocating

-buses to routes. Most school districts currently have a range of

starting and dismis.sal times and many of these utilize staggered

4V
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sessions to accommodate kindergarten pupils or special classes.

Table 4 was prepared to demonstrate the ranges of times at which

students arrive and ,depart scheduled sessions in each school district.

The distribution of starting and dismissal times variesfrom fifteen

minutes, to several hours; Those starting and dismissals times

which tend to fall outside the general concentration of times are

listed separately as "Excep ion icates that, under

the current schedules, transportation services are required
0throughout the day rather than only at concentrated times at the

beginning and end of the school day.

'Union Joint School District and Lincoln School Distric :re

the only districts having single' starting and dismissal times. The

San Anse lmo School District is unique in that starting and dismissal

times overlap in the middle of the school day so that, some students

are leaving school as others are arriving. It was found that,

basically, specific starting and dismissal times were established

to accommodate bus scheduling to provide for efficient utilization

of the school buses.

School Transportation Services: Of the twenty-one school

districts Surveyed,' fifteen,operate their own buses or contract

!Li

4 8
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for bus service, 'and six do not provide service. Alternative forms

of transportation are utilized in those districts not providing for

school transportation.... For example, Tamalpais Union High School

District students and College of Marin students use public transit

where and when it is available, and parents provide transportation

for many students in the Lincoln,-,Laguna Joint, Nicasio and Union

Joint School DistrictS.

Two.--thirds of the fifteen school districts providing school

transportation operate their own equipment. The remainder contract

with an independent bus opera o, ol service. Generally,

districts contracting bus services have smaller. enrollments and
0

require fewer buses than those districts operating their own bus

system. The exceptions are the Bolinas-Stinson Union School District

and. San Anselmo School District. These districts both run a two bus

operation and own their I;uses.

;Table 5 indicates the number and capacity of the school

buses currently in operation foi both school operated and contracted,

oservice. Mark. IV School Bus Service is the operator of the..service

in those districts using contractor operated systems. In conformance

tif 4 t'1l
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with normal practice in school bus classification, capacity is

determined on the basis of three students for each row of seats.

School buses must meet strict standards of performance

established by, the State of California. Thes, standards are uniform

for Class I vehicles, i.e.-, buses seating twelve or more passengers.
0

2There is no uniformity, however, in procedures used by school

districts to maintain their buses: In general, maintenance falls

into three categories. r They are: district operated maintenance

faCilities, maintenance contract, and contractor operated.

The district operated maintenance facilities are either

exclusively devoted to the repair and maintenance of school district

vehicles, or they may be. shared with buildings and grounds

maintenance facilities.

Local repair and maintenance services are contracted for

by school districts with both large fleets such as Shoreline School

District, and small fleets such as Lagunitas School District. These

contracts include all maintenance, repair, and servicing functions

or cover only major overhauls and yearly inspections with the drivers

handling the minor repairs or servicing.

sa
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Bolinas-Stinson School District has no local maintenance

contract for its buses, but contracts with the school bus manufacturer

for major repairs and maintenance as needed. Minor 'repairs are-

performed by drivers using their own equipment.

Contracted. bus service provided by an independent operator

(Iviark IV School Bus Service), includes repairs and mainten,a,,,nce.

Tahle 6 shows the categories in which each district falls..

The measure of reliability used in the survey was annual

in-service breakdowns for the 1973-74 school year. Most districts
"-13

fared well on this measure as demonstrated in Table 7.
1'

The number of breakdowns must be,related to the size.

of the bus fle'et. For example, although San Rafael recorded

twenty-one breakdowns in 1973-74, this amounts to just over one

per bus per rear based on the fleet size of nineteen buses. Most

districts have a record equal to or better than this rate.

Although the Fairfax School District experienced a

relatively high incidence of breakdowns last year, they reported

a

0
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TABLE '6

BUS MAINTENANCE'

37

SCHOOL MaSTRICT .
OWN,MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE

FACILITY . CONTRACT OTHER

Bolinas-Stinson

Dixie

Fairfaoc

Kentfield-

LagunItas

Larkspur

Lagunitas-

Lincoln

A

s t'Rie no apply
. .

Does not4-apply

Minor maintenance
'.by District
Major maintenance
by.Vendor

,

.

' 1.0cluded in
vice contract

Incltded in
vice

ser-

ser
°

Aarin'Comm..Coll.
Dist. , Does not apply'

.
, .

Marip Co. Schools x

Mill Valley x

NiceSio Does not 'apply

Novato. Unified x

Reed Union I 'Included in ser-
f vice contract

San'Anselmd x.

San Rafael.

Sausalito

Shoreline Unified

"Jr

Tamalpais Union

Union Joint

.x

Does not -apply

Maintenance Con-
tract for routine
servicing only

A"'
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that their contractor operated service this year (1974-75) has

improved dramatically (-less than one breakdown per buS).

Data was acquired on route or run starting and ending

times, route mileage, number of stops, number of students
_

transported, and route, locations for each school distiict

transportation system. Maps of routes used in home to school bus

service were prepared for each school district and a-re provided in
P

Appendix XII. The small scale map shows bus routes of school

districts in the _western portion of the county. Larger. scale maps -

of Novato, San Rafael, and Mill Valley show routes for school

districts in the heavily populated eastern portion of the county.

Table 8 indicates the number of buses used for home to school

transportation at different hours of 'the day. The table demonstrates

that the - highest fleet utilization occurs in peak periods in the morning.

and in the afternoon coincident with the starting and dismissal times

of the school. 'Accor'dingly, fleet 'utilization in the middle of the day

drops off for most school districts, although districts with small

fleets and staggered sessions (such as Lagunitas, Larkspur, San

Anselmo, and Sausalito) maintain a fairly high utilization of equipment

throughout the day.
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In'cases where bus utilization falls off during the day, these

_buses are available for field trips. Where the drop-off in utilization

is slight, equipment freed from home to school transportation is

limited in terms of the number of buses and the amount of time

available for field trips. This situation is particularly acute

San Anse lmo for example, -where field trips on district vehicles

must be limited to'a single hour in the morning.

Marin County is characterized by hilly terrain. Home

sites are located in many areas inaccessible by large vehicles and

are therefore impossible to service with the larger size school

buses. Transportation in these remote, hilly areas is usually

dependent on private automobiles. In marginal areas, most
,

school districts use the smaller sixty-Six passenger bus. All

route and stop locations must be reviewed and approved by the

Californ Highway Patrol. '

No serious problems with student condtfct were reported

by any school district. Although Minor incidences of vandalism

were noted, none oi the occurrences were considered significant.

Generally,, student conduct is more of a problem with middle (or

junior high) school students than with elementary or high school

00
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students. ?rivers are expected to maintain order in buses and most

school districts report that their school bus drivers act as a

stabilizing element for students and experience little difficulty in

controlling their conduct on the buges;'

Adherence to schedule was another measure considered.

In this case it was stated that, generally, schedules were maintained

within acceptable limits and there were no instances reported of

driver irresponsibility associated with this'factor..

The most obvious measure of the performance of a bus

driver -is the number of citations or chargeable accidents accrued

by the driver over the year. However, it was learned that this

measure cannot be practically applied to school bus operators;

since being charged as responsible fog an accident is cause for

immediate dismissal and/or loss of operator's license. Additionally,

it was found that none of the drivers of school district buses had

been so charged.

,R;

Part of the reason for the good safety record in school bus

transportation is the stringent state standards for driver training

and retraining. Briefly, in addition to the initial requirement of

5 9
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having a Class II driver's license and passing a first aid test, each

driver must undergo twenty hours of training annually. Moreover,

two annual evaluations of driver performance are required by the

state.- These are performed b inspectors licensed by the state.-
a-

In several of the school districts surveyed, inspection licenses are

he -id by personnel in the school district and inspections are performed

inhouse.

The Marin Co..mty Schools Office operates a fleet of buses'

specifically for the purpose of transporting students in the county's

special education programs. While some school districts maintain

their own special education programs (e. g. Novato, San Rafael,

Saus'alito, etc. }, transportation is-seldom provided for students

enrolled,in these district programs.

The need for transportation Other than between home and

school was also surveyed. The number of occasions each semester

when transportation was provided for such activities as curriculum

oriented field trips and after ischool activities was used as an

indicatiOn of the need for this type of transportation. The results

vary widely from district to district as illustrated in Table' 9.
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"It was found that the number of times npn home to School

transportation was provided was not necessarily an accurate

reflection of the need for such transportation. In many school ,

. districts, budget limitations restrained the number of field tri'ps

that could be taken. In other cases, such as San.Anselmo, lack of

available buses during school hours limited this type of trip.

In some districts, the budget for field trips is included ' i

a per pupil allotment for classroom materials (is. p text or work;

books, art supplies, transportation, etc. ).

45

those districts using

program budgets, transportation iSlincluded in the overall program

costs (i. e. the cost of buses used, to transport the football team is

charged against the athletic program).

Where the us'e of school buses for non home to school activities

is limited by budget-c6nStraints or the lack of availability, transportation

is often provided by automobile or other private means. That is,

students or their parents may carpool, or, as in the case of "away"

football games, students niay.bicycle or take public transit if available.'

(When district equipment is used for student "rooter" buses, the students

usually charter the bus from the' district and pay a round trip fee for its

use. )

62.
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In the larger districts,_ parents have been utilized to

supplement scarce school district transportation respurces for field

trips particularly those associated with educational programs. Most

school district's have utilized parent transportation effectively by

requesting that vehicles be inspected by the California Highway

Patrol and that parents sign a waiver of school responsibility in each

instance. Only Ross School District reported that parent transportation

had been tried at one point and dropped for reasons of safety. In the

smaller school districts -- Laguna, Lincoln, Nicasio, and Union --
, -

this is the only type of transportation available.

School buses serve only 18 percent of all home to school

travel in Marin County. Other modes such as walking, bicycling,"

carpooling, driving, public transit, and-parent transportation

reSponsible fbr the remainder. The data collected.on the distr-ibution

of modes used to get to each school in the county was useful in

developing'alternative concepts for school transportation and for

predicting potential student patronage.

Table 10 shows the distribution of student travel by mode.

Hitchhiking was incorporated in the "Driven" mode, while motorcycle

,fOrms of travel were included in the "Drive" mode. Occasional home

63
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to schopl travel by horse was reported, however the amount of

48

travel by this mode was not significant enough to warranta separate

classification.

Difficulty was encountered in obtaining an accurate profile

of student travel since few school district's maintain records on

other than school bus transportation. This was especially true of
0

the Marin Community College District, which has a large and diverse

student population and maintains no responsibility for school

transportation. However, some elementary'School districts Monitor
;

student travel and were able to give precise figures of the number

of students and mode of travel. Wheye precise data, was-not readily

available, school officials estimated the mode distribution. In those

districts providing<trans'rortation, the number of students bussed was

subtracted from total lsenrollment and the balance distributed among

the non school bus modes.

Except for students in the Marin _Community College District

and the high school districts, the GGBHTD system appears to draw

a relativ -eiy small volume of student patrons, The community

college district was particularly concerned about the lack of

coordination between school schedules and bus schedules. Some

rcr.
CJ i,)
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use.of GGBHTD buses- was evident in Novato. However, accurate

student patronage figures were not available. Here also, the lack

of coordination between the school district and GGBHTD- schedules

limits the use of public transit service by students.

0

School districts that provide transportation between home

and schocil typically spend about ten days during the school year

planning scheduleo, monitoring schedule performance, and making

adjustments in schedules, routes, and stop locations. The

responsibility for 'planning home to school bus service is frequently

shared by a member of the administrative staff and a supervising

bus driver.

The pracess of planning bus routes and schedules in the

districts operating transportation systems is very informal and

simplistic. Typically, on the opening day of school, the school

buses traverse last year's routes and pick up the waiting students.

During the next several weeks, schedules and allocated equipment

are adjusted to meet the demand based on these first few weeks'

experience. Shduld new residential developments create a need

to revise a route or add another bus stop, these changes are

cc.



I
considered in the administrative planning function previous to the

start of the school year.

, -

Only, one school district bases its transportation planning

on estimated demand prior to the.start of the school year.

districts,

In most

no formal system of plann'incis used to identify Or as sign

students who require trart.Sportation; and, 'generally, no advance

information is provided to the community. Parents in most

neighborhoods were visually aware of School bus stop signs or had

been infOrmed by neighbors where the school bus would stop for

their children. Despite t'e relatively unsophisticated profess,

there were no significant complaints or pla:nning problems reported
Q

by school administrators.

Most 'school districts 'have an establiabed policy with-regard

to the distance which a child would normally bed expected to walk to

school. This .distance varies depending on the 4vailability of buses :
:5

and the size of the btidget available-for transportation. Ghidelines

are suggested by the state for each grade.level. These guidelines

Fare presftibed in conjunction with state procedures for reimbursing

school,districts for home to school transportation. It is state

G 7
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practice not to reimburse for transportation prOvided within

certain distances unless special circumstances are involved, such

as safety. These distances are:

. Grades Mile s

K-3 3/4
4 -8 1

7 -9 1

9 -12 2

MIA

Allowances are made for _bussing within the minimum distance in

locations where walking would be hazardous. Howevar, some districts

bus students within the minimum distance, even when safety is not a

consideration.

" Not all districts follow state,guidelines on minimum distances

for Vussing as illustrated by Table 11. Dixie, Novato', and San Rafael

prescribe minimum distances greater than those established by the.

state.. The reason ferf these
4.

costs constant.

Kenaield,
.

policy on minimum,-

services.

policies is to reduce or hold transportation

Fairfax, and Sausalito do not have, an explicit

distance's to govern the provision of transportation



TABLE 11

MINIMUM DISTANCE POLICY.
Minimum Miles from School at Which

School Transportation is Proyided.

52

SCHOOL DISTRICT
GRADE LEVEL

K-3 4-6 7,8 9-12

Bolinas-Stinson 3/4 1- 1

Dixie 1(K-2) 2(3-8) 2

Fairfax -(No-Explidif-PoliCy)

Kentfield (No Explicit Policy)

Laguna Joint (Does Not Apply)
.

Lagunitas
c

(No Policy)

Larkspur 3/4 1

Lincoln (Does Not Apply)

Marin Comm. Coll. Dist.
b

(Does Not Apply)

Marin County Schools (Does Not Apply)

Mill Valley

Nicasio

1 1.5 .1.5,

(Does Not Apply) ,

Novato Unified 1 1.5 2.5(7-9) 3.5(10-12)

Reed Union 3/4 1 '1

Ross ,

.

San Anselmo

(Does Not Apply)

3/4 , 1(4 only)

Sari Rafael
,

3/4 1.5(4-5) 2* 3*

Sausalito (No Policy)

Shoreline Unified 3/4 1 1 2

Tamalpais Union "(Does.,Not Apply)

Union Joint (Does Not Apply)
1410.0:'

*
Numbers .indicated are School Board policy; in practice,

1974-75 distances were 1.5 miles for grades 7-8, and 2

miles for grades 9-12. Distances for 1975-76 conform to

Board policy.

C9
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The salaries of bus drivers usually account for from 50 to

75 percent of the total cost of transportation service provided by

school districts. Information was obtained on the number of drivers

employed and salary structure to document this aspect of the total

cost:structure.

Table 12 shows the number of drivers serving each district

and the range of hourly wages paid. Drivers

I

are divided into three

categor'.es: fulltime school district personnel; parttime personnel; /

and backup drivers. Fulltime personnel axle regularly employed for

an eight hour day over a ten or twelve month year. Drivers employed

1fulltime usually have other duties besides school bus driving, such as

vehicle maintenance, buildings and grounds, etc. Parttime perlsonnel

are employed on a regularly scheduled, (hourly baasis and usually work

a split shift. Backup drivers are not erployed in scheduled service

but are called in as needed.

Most districts hire parttime dr*.vers. This enables flexibility

to be maintained in bus scheduling and personnel budgeting./ Shoreline

and Sausalito School Districts have encounered difficulty in finding
i e

\ ,

drivers towork on a parttime basis; howevr, both distriejts reported
I t

I

no problems in maintaining backup personnel.
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TABLE 12

DRIVER INVENTORY

SOURLY
FULL-TIME PART,TYME_____BAOKup __WAGE-

SCHOSCHOOL- "DISTRICT PERSONNEL PERSONNEL DRIVERS RATE

Bolinas-Stinson 1 1 $3.90-4.90

Dixie 2 2 2 $4.25+-5.25+

Fairfax 2 1 $3.75-4.00

Kentfield 2 2 '$3.75-4.00

Laguna Joint (Does Not Apply).,

Lagunitas 2 2 $4.04-4.27
4

Larkspur 2 1 $3.75-4.00
_.

Lincoln (Does Not Apply)

Marin Comm. Coll.
Dist. (Does Not Apply)

Merin Co. Schools 1 31 .$3.57-4.34

Mill Valley 6 1 $4.52-

Nicasio (Does Not Apply)

Novato Unified 17* 3 $3.61-3.98,

Reed Union 4 2 $3.75-4.00'

Ross . (Does Not Apply)

San Anselmo 2 1 $4.94

San Rafael 15* 3 $3.86-4.85

Sausalito 3 1 1 $4.58

Shoreline Unified 4 6 3 $3.68-4.48

Tamalpais Union 1 Not AVailable

Union Joint (Does Not Apply)

TOTAL 18 88 20 $4.06-4.45 ave.

*
Regular employees, but less than 8 hours per day.

71
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Transportation Costs: One objective of the survey was to

acquire detailed data on transportation costs to enable the

effectiveness of existing school transportation operations to be

evaluated in a later.ta.sk.

A breakdown of operating costs and administrative costs

was acquired for those districts operating their own transportation

services. For contracted service, the amount of the total 1973-74

contract was identified. This information is shoWn in Table 13.

The total transportation cost kir each district was compared

with cost information obtained from the State Transportation

Reimbursement Request (Form J-141) filed for 1973-74. In many

cases cost data did not agree, usually because the cost reported in

the state form was higher than the cost obtained from the survey

questionnaire. One reason for this may have been that fringe

benefits were not included in the determination of total personnel

cost. Another reason was that some districts subtracted fuel

rebatement cost from the operating costs.

72



T
A

B
L

E
 1

3

19
73

-7
4 

T
R

A
N

SP
O

R
T

A
T

IO
N

 O
PE

R
A

T
IN

G
'A

N
D

 P
E

R
SO

N
N

E
L

 C
O

ST
S

O
P
E
R
A
T
I
N
G
 
C
O
S
T
S
1

P
E
R
S
O
N
S
&
 
C
O
G
'
S

G
A
S
,
 
O
I
L
,

T
I
R
O
S
,

P
A
R
T
S
,
.
.
.
-

M
A
I
N
T
E
N
-

T
O
T
A
L

a
c
r
u
m
w
r
i
u
m
m

m
u
n
n
i
m
m
e
s

T
O
T
A
L

S
C
N
O
O
L
 
D
I
S
T
R
I
C
T

L
U
N
E

'
S
O
R
E
S

;
g
m
.

A
R
C
6

I
N
S
U
R
A
N
C
E

C
O
S
T

P
K
R
O
D
I
O
N
C
L

P
E
R
S
O
N
N
E
L

D
R
I
V
E
R
S

C
O
S
T

M
i
n
a
s
-
 
S
t
i
n
s
o
n

8
0
0

6
0
0

4
8
0

7
2
0

1
,
1
1
5

3
,
7
1
5

I
9
.
6
3
2

9
,
4
3
2

D
i
x
i
e

2
,
7
2
8

9
3
1

.
1
,
4
6
0

1
,
2
9
7

4
,
4
1
4

5
,
0
0
0

9
,
0
0
0

1
2
1
,
0
0
0

3
8
,
0
0
0

?
a
i
r
b
a
g

(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
I
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

I

N
e
n
t
f
i
e
l
d

(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

L
a
g
u
n
a
 
J
o
i
n
t

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

L
a
g
u
n
i
t
a
s

1
,
8
0
9

.
4
3
9

1
4
1

4
,
0
7
7

1
,
1
8
6

7
,
8
9
3

.
1
,
0
0
0

9
0
0

4
6
.
0
7
1

1
7
,
9
7
1

L
a
r
k
s
p
u
r

'
(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
:
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

L
i
n
c
o
l
n

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

M
a
r
i
o
 
C
o
m
m
.
.
C
o
1
1
.

D
i
s
t
.

.
1
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

.

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

K
a
r
i
n
 
C
o
.
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s

1
9
,
2
5
4

3
,
2
1
6

8
,
1
6
3

1
9
,
3
2
1

4
9
,
9
5
4

1
9
,
1
9
4

2
2
1
.
2
9
1

2
4
2
,
4
9
5

M
i
l
l
 
V
a
l
l
e
y
/

8
,
8
4
2

4
,
5
9
8

1
,
9
6
9

1
7
,
8
2
2

1
,
3
1
7

3
4
,
5
6
0

1
,
1
8
4

o
7
0
.
3
4
9

7
1
,
5
5
3

M
i
C
A
L
S
i
O

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

N
o
v
a
t
o
 
U
n
i
f
i
e
d

1
3
,
5
9
7

,
4
,
3
8
2

2
3
.
4
2
6

4
,
6
2
1

4
4
,
0
2
6
2

1
3
.
6
5
7

2
0
,
8
5
7

1
0
0
,
7
7
8

1
3
5
,
2
8
6

R
e
e
d
 
U
n
i
o
n

(
 
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
-
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
N
o
t
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
)

R
o
s
s

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

S
a
n
 
A
n
s
e
l
m
o

2
,
2
2
3

1
7
4

'
6
9
9

7
0
0

3
.
7
9
8

1
,
4
4
6

1
.
7
2
3

1
1
,
9
6
1

1
5
,
1
3
0

S
a
n
 
R
a
f
a
e
l

.
S

1
7
,
4
2
8

4
,
4
5
0

1
3
,
1
4
4

3
,
7
0
2

3
8
.
9
2
3

1
6
,
7
7
8

4
5
,
5
0
0

9
0
.
0
1
2

1
5
2
,
2
9
0

S
a
u
s
a
l
i
t
o

'
1
1
,
7
6
1

1
,
9
5
4

4
,
9
4
5

9
,
2
1
3

7
,
4
3
7

2
8
,
3
3
2

4
,
0
7
0

2
4
,
5
1
8

2
8
,
5
8
8

S
h
o
r
e
l
i
n
e
 
U
n
i
f
i
e
d

1
7
,
3
5
0

1
0
,
0
0
0

1
6
,
6
5
0

4
,
0
0
0

2
,
8
3
6

5
0
,
8
3
4

1
7
,
0
5
1

1
0
,
3
0
0

3
7
.
2
9
0

6
4
,
4
4
1

T
a
m
a
l
p
e
i
s
 
U
n
i
o
n

1
,
0
0
0

3
7
5

8
,
5
0
0

3
,
8
0
0

1
2
,
6
7
5

U
n
i
o
n
 
J
o
i
n
t

(
D
o
e
s
 
N
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

.

(
D
o
e
s
 
n
o
t
 
A
p
p
l
y
)

',D
ee

s
n
o
t
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e

pa
ym

en
ts

f
o
r
 
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
.

i
D
o
e
s
 
n
o
t
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
r
e
b
a
t
e
 
f
o
r
 
e
e
m
m
m
n
i
t
y
 
r
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
.

U
i



57

Interview Results

Major areas of concern were identified and the specific

nature'of those concerns discussed. The interviews focused on

t two major issues: existing school transportation services and

alternative concepts for providing school transportation.

School districts not providing transportation services or

providing specialized services expressed concerns somewhat

different from most and are discussed later in this chapter.

They are: Laguna Joint School District, Lincoln School District,

Marin Community College District, Main County Schools Office,

Nicasio School District, Tamalpais- Union High School District, and

Union Joint School District.

Effectiveness ,of Existing School Transportation

Cost was a major concern of many-of the school districts

providing transportation services. Inflation has increased the cost

of operating buses. In addition to the rising cost of fuel, salaries

for classified school personnel have increased between 5 and 10

percent during the last year. Budgets have been increased to

account for these rising costs, but for many schooLdisitricts this



has meant tapping district revenue funds and these districts face

a drastic financial situation when reserve funds are exhausted:

A ceiling has been placed on school district expenditures

by the Dills Bill (Senate Bill 90), imposing strict limitations on the

amount of money spent per unit of average daily attendance (a. d.,a. ).

The bill contains an inflation factoi- 'based on the assessed valuation

of the school district, but no allowance has been made for the double

digit inflation which occurred this last year. Some districts are able

to increase the a. d. a. allowance 3 percent per year, but Most are

allowed less than 2 percent under the terms of the bill.

To compound this problem, nearly all school districts have

experienced some degree of declining enrollment. Hence average

daily attendance has decreased, and with it the total school budget.

, Transportation has to compete with other budget categories

for scarce financial resources. In view of limited resources and

rising costs, school administrators have had to consider cutting

transportation services, and several have already done so. Those

districts that are most acutely affected by. budget shortages have

resorted to tax override elections to raise the limit on a. d. a.

O
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allotments and generate needed revenue. In these districts,

contingency plans have been considered for reducing the cost of

transportation if tax override elections do not pass. School board

members in those districts almost unanimously agreed that

transportation should not be singled out for budget cuts, but that

cuts should be made across the board of programs and services.

Without exception, administrators perceived their existing

transporta.tioli opeiations as, cost effective although the per pupil

or per bus mile varied significantly. Differences in cost were

attributed to the level of service provided.

There appeared to be a wide range of opinion concerning

the level of transportatior1 services that should be provided. Fairfax, .

for example, does not have a minimum distance policy and will pick

up students very close to their school, particularly those youngsters

who must cross Sir Francis Drake Boulevard which has no traffid

control devices for pedestrian crossing., Novato, on the other hand,

has reluctantly increased its minimum distance to effect economie-s

and any further decreases in service are viewed as unacceptable at

this time.



O

The rural districts which depend on parent furnished

transportation for their' elementary school students recognize that

their small size and limited resources restrain them from p4rovidi

home to school transportation service. This does not imply that
o

additional or supplementary services are not needed. Rather, it

60

emphasizes the economic realities that already restrict these districts_

and may come to restrict other districts in the future if additional

sources of revenue are not forthcoming:

Larger districts with considerable investments in transpor-

tation viewed their operation as *a.necessary resource for the schools

and for the community although only Novato maintained an ongoing-

policy of providing their buses (at cost) teother local agencies for

community use. All school districts are concerned with the costs of

school transportation services and most are weighing the relative

costs and benefits of each element of their services to determine

which are essential and which are nonessential services.-

Reaction to the importance of home C,3 school transportation

differed from)distritt to district. However, most dis`tricts providing

this service did not regard it as expendable but were receptive to

considering methods to increase efficiency. Some of the methods=

7 7
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suggested to achieve economies were: increase the minimum bussing

distances; reduce the number of bus stops made; and double up runs

so that less, vehicles would be in use. In some cases manipulation

of school,starting and dismissal times would achieve some-reduCtion

in the number of bus runs made. Both administrators and board

Members regarded these alternati4ves as feasible although they

recognized that adver se reaction would be inherent from those
W-O-

affected. In attempting cutback:3, some of the districts have already

been subjected to a great deal of criticism.

In the Fairfax- School District, transportation services

were eliminated entirely five years ago because of budget limitations.

A community group known as "Parents for Bussing" formed a 1017

for home to school transportation. Subsequently, services were

reestablished under an independent contractor, and transportation

is now provided for children as clo'se_as one tenth of- arrle -f'om

school to overcome the safei:y problem in crossing Sir Fr- )rake

BouleVard. Now, however budget considerations are for'

school board to reevaluate -school bussing in context with all their

educational programs so that realistic priorities can be established.
0

78



A number, of othei examples were cited which indicated

that while school boar em s--a-r_eacutsly aware of the value of

62

streamlining or drastically cutting back home to school transportation

as an economy measure, they are also conscious of community

opposition to such measures. One board member summarized the

problem by asking, how could the district educate children if they

could not get them to the classroom? And, if the district did not

provide the necessary transportation, who would; particularly,

in the case of low income families who could not afford alternate

means of transportation. It was also pointed out that a community

without home to sch,00l transportation could not attract young

fath'ilies to live there and would thus lose school attendance and

associated revenues over a long term period.

_ - -

Transpottation-s-er-vices---fur other than home to school

commuting included curriculum oriented field trips, transporting

the athletic teams for after school games, school picnics or

recreational activities, Both Mill Valley and Novato also provide

a school to home bus after normal hours for those students involved

in activities after school, such as band practice and interscholastic

or intramural sports practices.

9

U
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Some of the districts with non home to school transportation

programs have curtailed these services or eliminated them entirely.

Most districts have budgeting procedures that limit the number of

fieldtrips that may be taken throughout the year. When budgets are

exhausted, schools are required to rely on the resources of parent
\\

clubs or student councils for funds, or to-ask parentS to drive their

cars fore field trips. Most are satisfied with this practice as a means

of maintaining an important curriculum need at the lowest cost.
. \

However, \many emphasized the organizational problems inherent in

using parents as a transportation resource.

In the outlying rural school districts such as Bolinas-Stinson

and Shoreline,. field trips usually involve considerable time and

distance. These districts use their own buses for field trips and

have.not had to\limit the number of trips because of lack of transp6r-,

t.,

tation funds. Irv\ particular, Shoreline UnifiedSdhool District places
.

-

a treat. deal of e6phasis on field trips as a curriculum need for

rurally based students and would be reluctant to sacrifice transportation

service to save .money.

Replacing older equipment was a conc7=n expressed by

some'districts that operate their own buses.

60

Thle state reimburses
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1
districts up to 125 percent of the original cost providing the vehicle

is twenty years old. Howevei, the cost of f1 w equipment has risen

considerably; and even with the state "reimbursement, new equipment

purchases represent a considerable budget expense. The alternative
r

. . u
.has been to repair older equipment and thro,ugh preventive maintenance

keep breakdowns to a minimum. The need for a systematic method

for determining the optimum y ehicle retirement and replacement

procedure was voiced by one transportation supervisor;

Vehicle ize was a concern identified by several school

districts. Most transportationioperations £re characterized by a

wide variation in bus occupancy from run to run. In addition, bus

operations in hilly terrain require the use of smaller buses for

maneuverability. A mix of vehicle sizes was viewed as, offering

the most flexibility in planning bus routes. However, districts

are inhibited from changing fleet mix bec use of the cost of new

vehicles.

None of the school districts had a systematic ptogram for

determining vehicle depreciation or planning future, equipment needs

on a long term basis. One case was identified, however, where a
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,

reserve fund was set up for the purchase of a new bus when

replaceMent became necessary.

School districts which provide transportation services'

in general were extremely satisfied with the caliber of driv,
employed. Comments were frequdntlyMade that the driver i.s

important asset to a sclioo.1 district.not only as `a., vehicle .opeiator

65

but also a ezs an adjunct to the educational experience. The drivers :

not only provide for pupil safety, but they maintain control over''
*4-4

student behavior enroute to school. Few districts experience Much. ;.

turnover in drivers altough some concern was expresded that the

higher wages paid biir',the GGBHTD may lure dij.ver,s away from 0'

school service.

The transportation needs of the three high schools arthe

Tamalpais, Union High School Didtrict are met by a combination of

4"public transit, student transportation, con'traCted bus service, and

the district's own school bus,.

Public transit is operated by GGBHTD on three routes'.

oriented principally to serve high' school students.- Cost is shared'

by users and by the high school district. Student pay a $. 25 fare

82
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to use the buses and the high school district reimburses the GGBHTD,

for the deficit incurred in operating the school portion of the bus

service.

Student transportation, including driVers and carpools,

constitutes the most significant portion of home to school travel.

This travel is characterized by a range of arrivals And departures

during school hours, and students maintain flexible hours at school

similar to a juniorcollege.

Contracted bus service is used for two purposes. The

s( llool district contracts with a private carrier, the Marin City

Transit Company, to provide transportation at no cost to students

from Marin City. The school district also uses independent

contra -tors to provide transportation for field trips and athletic

events.

The district's own bus is used exclusively for non home to

school transportation. This bus is scheduled for retirement and

will not be replaced

This transportation system has evolved through a complex

set of circumstances involving a change in transit operators from

83



Greyhound to the GGBHTD, and changes in the type of service

provided in different areas Of the school district. The school

district is well aware that the existing system of tran,sportation is

fragmented and does not offer equal transportation opportunities

tb all students. However, few alternatives have been considered

feasible. Efforts to negotiate increases in GGBHTD services have

67

not been successful, and the district is apprehensive labout enlarging

its role of home to school transportation.

Concern was expressed over the cost of transportation

.for-students attending the Tarnalpais Union High School District.

The out of pocket fare cost of $. 50 was identified as a hardship

for many families with high school students.

The College of Marin is located in the central portion of

the county along a heavily traveled artery. As with Most college

level educational facilities,'no home to school transportation is

provided. The bask student travel modes are cars and public

transit. Student parking is provided but spaces are not assigned

and a considerable amount of time is spent searching for available

spaces close to classes. Carpooling was tried twice, once prior

to the fuel shortage in 1974 and once after the shortage; :both were

8 4
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unsuccessful. Consideration has been given to eliminating parking

but lack of alternative transportation convinced the board of trustees

that this was inadvisable.

Bus .service along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard is not

coordinated with class schedules and few buses arrive in both

north and south directions at convenient times to serve arriving and

departing students. Considerable,research has. been conducted

by a former student of the College'of Marin on coordinating the

GGBHTD schedules so that they are convenient for students. The

college district administration and board regard the College of

Marin as a major generator of transit patronage whidh should
0

receive improved service.

C.olleke students pay the regular $. 35 fare. Students in

a broad range of income groups are served by the Marin Community

College District, and concern was expressed that the fare should

be reduced to $. 25.

The Indian Valley Colleges in Novato is a new campus

' opened in September 1975. It'is a half mile west of the present

commute service piovided by GG13,1-1TD: Facilities are being
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planned to allow buses to reach the new campus, however no

agreement has yet been reached with the GGBHTD as to whether

campus service will kie provided.

The Marin County_Schools Office provides transportation

for special education students. Approximately thirty-four buses

are in service throug4oUt the county providing transportation between

home and school, and tor a variety of purposes associated with

special education needs. The system serves approximately 350

students and operates on a budget of just over $300, 000. A problem

inherent in running an operation of this type is the flexibility required

in accommodating student needs. Schedules are constantly being

adjusted to meet changing situations; drivers must be.especially

attentive to the needs of the children in their charge; and the system

-

serves the entire county, so that buseS must operate over long

distances.. Operational concerns are few in terms of the complexity

of the system. To simplify the logistics of providing this type of
2

bus service, a policy hag been instituted allowing drivers in rural

areas to garage vehicles so that daily deadheading can be minimed.
p

The need for a vehicle depreciation and replacement policy was also

mentioned. Mechanism's for cutting costs are a general desire of

8 G
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the board of education. However considerable research has been

devoted to ways to simplify the system and no viable solutions have

been found.

The Laguna Joint, Lincoln, Nicasio, and Union Joint

School Districts are without bus transportation. The present mode

of travel for both home to school travel and field trips is parent
o

driver's and is regarded as the only satisfactory means within the
o

financial resources of these districts. Alternatives that would

relieve parents of the transportation function are welcome but only

within cost constraints.

Alternative Concepts for Providing School 'Transportation

Two concepts were introduced at the beginning of the study

as alternatives to the present system of providing school transportation:
; V

consolidation of school bus operation and combining school

transportation with public transportation. These terms were
7

presented as broad topical concepts with many possible variations.

Examples of variations are as follows.

87
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Consolidation: centralizing maintenance facilities,

establishing a common pool of backup drivers, contiguous districts

combining bus fleets, unifying planning operations, backup equipment

agreem-ents-between districts, and equipment purchasing pools.

Combination: public transit providing school transportation

in a limited number of districts, public transportation providing all

home to school transportation, public transit providing non home to

school transportation, public transit providing planning resources,

school buses as specialized public transit, and school buses leased

for community recreation.

The major concepts and some of the above variations were

explored in the interviews, The issues identified in the interviews

are presented in summary form below:

Deadheading is required-if bus fleets are centralized.

Maintenance is cheaper at local garages than in a,

centralized facility.

A consolidated .system Would increase wage costs.

88
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Planning flexibility would be lost in a centralized system.

'Centralization would raise administrative costs.

Centralized transportation planning would still require

planning input from each district.

Community control over bussing would be sacrificed.

Local autonomy over educational services would be

jeopardized.

Costs could not be shared equitably either in a consolidated

or combined system.

`Services would not be allocated equitably.

Public transit vehicles are not as safe as school buses.

Public transit drivers could not and wouldrnot control

behavior of school children.

Younger children would not be as safe on public transit.

The operator and administrator of a combined system is

in question: Marin County transit District Or Golden Gate Bridge,

Highway, and Transportation District or some other agency?

8 9
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Mixing age groups on public transit is not advisable.

The public will not ride on yellow school buses because

of appearance and other features.

School buses will depreciate faster if used for other types

of service.

Administrative costs of school districts will increase if

buses are chartered for community activities.

Summary and Implications

a

One of the major objectives of the survey phase of the

school bus study was to compile a data base that would lead-to the

identification of school transportation needs, the effectiveness of

the existing transportation systems, and the concerns and issues

associated with the various concepts of supplying school transportation

services. Subsequent analysis of this data provided the framework

in which alternatives were developed and evaluated.

Of primary significance in analyzing this data was the

establishment of system criteria. These criteria guided the\ , 0
,

development of alternatives and provided the measures of

a
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effectiveness used in selecting the recommended plans for

implementation and pilot testing.

The concerns and issues evolved from the survey were

classified into two general categories: financial implications and

level of service implications. Financial considerations Ikere

further divided to include such problem areas as: decreasing

enrollment, legislation (S. B. 90), rising cost and inflation factors

taxpayer resistance, competing educational programs, and cost

effectiveness of existing system.

Level of service implications varied considerably among

the school districts and were directly related to the individual

policies and priorities of each district. Problem areas related to

level of service included: minimum distance requirements, safety,

scheduling, number of pickup points, travel time, a.dministration
d

of system, and geographic characteristics.

V-, It was apparent that many of these problem areas were

strongly interdependent and had to'be con§idered in context to each

other as well as individually.
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Table 14 presents a cost summary of existing schools'

transportation systems in order to provide a basis for the analytical

framework. The summary was structured to provide a general

cost comparison among the districts. It is recognized that a number

of factors influence the cost per pupil and cost per bus mile.

Consequently, these figures were only meaningful as base data and

were further refined in the analysis process to reflect the circumstances

which contributed to the variances in cost among districts.

$4,
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Routes

SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

School district bus routes cover 814 miles, of roadway in

Marin County, ranging from 2. 2 miles in the Kentfield School

District to 115 miles in the Shoreline Unified School District.

Most major streets and highways are traveled, and all populated,

portions of the county are served. Considerable overlap with

public transit routes exists in the eastern portion of the County.

Within each school distriot, route coverage depends on

the proximity of residential areas to, schools. Many primary

\schools are in locations that are accessible to.the'-urrounding

neighborhood, and bus transportation is not required

. and from school.

or travel to

Maps of school district bus route's and bus stop locations

are contained in Appendix XIII.

Vehicle routing must achieve the task of linking dispersed

population areas with scattered school locations within the constraints

of school starting and dismissal times and with a limited number-sf,

94
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buses. Two routing methods are used to accomplish this task:

continuous routing and selective routing./ A combination of both

methods is used in each school district.

:78

Route's are planned to link all neighborhoods and all schools

in a continuous loop. Buses make multiple runs on the route to

accommodate different starting and dismissal times. Students

are picked up and dropped off in a continuous pattern, and several
9

grade levels are frequently served in one run. A feature of this

system is that deadheading, or running empty, is minimized.

Continuous routing is suited to school districts with evenly

distributed population and-street patterns which allow loop routes.

Fairfax, Safi Anselmo, and Larkspur School Districts have conditions'

that allow the greatest uSe of continuous routing.

Routes are planndto serve one school or one community°

at a time. 'Selective routing is applicable where outlying population

areas are served. This s ituation is experienced by all the school

districts to some degree ut to the largest extent by Shoreline Unifed

School District.

rz
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Dea. dheading is frequently a ilsult of selective routing,

particularly where remote area service is involved. In uniformly,

populated areas, deadheading is minimized by planning bus routes

to maintain continuous service between communities and schools.

.Under these conditions, selective routing functions similarly to

,continuous-routing.

Schedules

f.

Bus schedules normally identify the location of each stops

by giving the names of the intersecting streets or major landmarks

and the bus arrival time. Schedules are used as a public information

,tool by those school districts that make them available at the

beginning of the school year, and as a control over bus' operations.

Titnes are accurate to one minute, and times at major loading and

---unloading points are precisely estimated so that the buses continu
C

on their 'route with a minimum of delay.

Patronage

The number of students transported by the school district

varies on an annual basis and on a daily basis. The factors that

determine the patronage level are as follows.

9G
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School attendance experienced a steady growth until

recently. The trend has been reversed, and recent declines in

enrollment have contributed to some reduction in the number of

students bussed.
O

State procedures for reimbursing transportation expenditures

allow reimbursement for students who must be bussed because,walking

is hazardous.

A reduction in enrollment has forced some districts to close
tf

schools, resulting in greater travel distances for the population shifted

to other schools. This has increased the need for bus transportation.

School transportation is limited to specific grade levels in

some districts to reduce the amount of bussing needed.

The state prescribes Ehe distances from schools within which

students live where transportation costs may not be eligible for

reimbursement. Districts also have their own policies on minimum

distances for bussing which vary above and below the state guidelines.

Bus patronage increases considerably during winter months

when rainy weather makes bussing more attractive. Students who

9 7
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intermittently obtain rides from parents or friends, also cause

variations in day to day pa:tronage; high school patronage decreases

a short time after the beginning of each semester as students join

carpools. Patronage is also lower in the spring than in the fall

for the same reason.

The percentage of studen s bussed varies from district to-
a-

district in response to the variables listed ,above: Table 15 show

by grade level, the number" of students bussed in each district.

Vehicles

The condition of the total school bus fleet in the county is

excellent. The survey of equipment indicated no inoperative

equipment. The median purchase date of the total fleet is 1967.

Less than 3 percent'arse more than twenty years old.

An inventory of school buses, contained in Appendix_XIV,

shows unit number, passenger capacity, fuel requirempnt, year of
g

purchase; and cost.

School district pei-sonnel were queried on special operating

problems encountered in providing bus tran.sporta:tion. Hilly terrain

98
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BUS PATRONAGE .

Bus Transportation Provided by School Districts

82

SCHOOL DISTRICT

District
Average

Daily
Attendance

Pupils Bussed
Grades Provided
Bus TransportationNo.

% of
ADA

Bolinas-Stinson 223 222 99% All Grades
J

Dixie 4,136 382 14% 11 ,,t.

Fairfax 951 300 40% 11

Kentfield 1,320 159 115% 7-8

9
Laguna Joint 27 -

Lagunitas 498 464 89.%, All Grades

Larkspur 1,499 200 14%

Lincoln 19

Marin Community
College District 6,482

Marin County Schools 350 350 100% All Grades

Mill Valley 3,163 1,188 37% K-4

"Nicasio -45

Novato Unified 10,959 2,087 20% All Grades

Reed Union 1,886 770 41% All Grades

Ross 493

San Anselmo 1,841 305 19% K-4
0

San Rafael 8,669 1,980 23% All Grades

Sausalito
)

543 380 75% All Grades

Shoreline Uni ied 816 679 83% All Grades

)(Tamalpais Uri on 5,811 720 10% All Grades

Union Joint 9

TOTAL 49,705* 10,186 21%

*Includes special education students bussed by Marin County Schools

3
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was mentioned as a factor limiting the size of buses that could be

operated. However, no school district operates under conditions

,,

6

where special equipment is needed.

The Marin County Schools Office operates buses especially

equipped with wheelchair lifts to transport handicapped students.

These are noted in Appendix XIV.

Performance Analysis

Analysis of the performance of school bus systems was

designed to achieve two objectives. One objective was to identify

factors that should be considered in develqping alternatives to

current system,s. A second objective was tb analyze the operating

characteristics of each school district system. A thorough

evaluation of operations on a district by district basis was not-

possible. However, important variables contributing to system

effectiveness were identified.
6

School bus sykems have a set of operating criteria

similar to the public transit industry. Although the atual standards

are different in each case, the basic operating criteria are the

same: safety, reliability, schedule adherence, and efficiency.

100
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Safety is the paramount consideration in providing school

transportation. Federal regulations contain detailed specifications

on the physical safety requirements of school buses. . The state

specifies the manner in which school buses should be operated and
0

requires both routine inspection of equipment and routine training

of drivers. In addition, the California Highway Patrol is responsible

for approving bus routes and bus stop locations.

Asa result of.these standards, a high level of safety has

been maintained. Accidents involving bus vehicles have occurred,

but.no injuries to uccupants have .-esulted.

Routine inspection of vehicles and preventive maintenance

programs are in general use throughout the county." No school

transportation system reported a problem with enroute breakdowns.

Reliability does not appear to be a problem as long as the present

standards of maintenance and inspection are retained.

No school district reports consistent difficulties in rx1eeting
51

schedules. OCcaYsional delays are expfirienced at the beginning of
if

the school year when new schedules are in effect. Otherwise,
o

performance is consistently high.
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School transportation systems are universally committed

to the basic operating standards discussed previously. Safety,

reliability, and schedule adherence cannot be changed without

altering a fundamentally accepted level of service. However,

efficiency of operation can still vary widely from district to district.

Evaluation of Efficiency

Ideally, school transportation operates according to laws

of supply'and demand,smilar to those for public transit. When

the defriand for transportation increases, an attempt is made fo
0

provide more buse. s and drivers to meet that demand. However, a

revenue component that provides at least- a partial incentive for

expansion of service is built into the, public transit supply and demand

equation. No such revenue is provided by an expansion of school bus

service. Funds for expansion of school bus service must come from

the general school budget. If these are not available, the only method

to meet increased dei-nand without adding buses and drivers'is to

increase the efficiency of the bus operation. The same method

applies in a situation where buses and drivers rx?ust be_cut back to

reduce transportation costs but where demand remains unchanged.
et.

A premium is placed on operating efficiency in both, cases.

102
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Efficiency can be measured by comparing the resources

used to meet demand (number of bases) with the amount of service'"

provided (number of students). However, in comparison of school

districts, transportation systems that serve a low density population

will be handicapped because comparatively more buses are required

to cover greater,odistances. A mileage factor may be added to

equalize the differenc'e in district size, but this does not adequately

reflect the low density tharacteristics Of rural school districts. In

short, a measure of efficiency that is both simple and applicable to

all districts is difficult to establish.

Lacking a valid single measure, two measures were

selected ghat approximately gauge efficiency:

1. Ratio of Pupils-Bussed to Number of Buses: The

greater the number of students thaecan be transported with a given'

number of buses, the more efficient the transportation operation.

Large, sparsely populated school districts should-be weighted to

account for the difficulty of providing transportation over long

distances.

103
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2. Ratio of Daily Bus Mileage to Route Networ Mileage:

The fewer miles that need to be traveled daily over the ro to netfork,

the greater the efficiency of the transportation operation.

An application of the above measures to the school districts

is shown in Tables 16 and 17. The purpose of these tables is to

demonstrate the range Of values that exists, not to rank districts as

high or low. The transportation program operated by the Marin-

County Schools Office for special education students is uniquvand

does not readily compare with.schoof district transportation programs,.

A higlivalue on the pupil to bus ratio combined with a low

value on the route network ratio means that few buses are being

used. to transport students and that bus runs are effectively planned,

to minimize mileage. This combination of values has greater
6

significance in a large, sparsely populated

small densely populated one.
9

school district than in a

Existing demand can be met with fewer resources if several

Akey factors are changed. One of these factors -- school starting and

dismissal times -- is external to the transportation operation and

only partially controllable.
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TABLE 16

a

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURE
Ratio of Pupils Bussed to Number of Buses

SCHOOL DISTRICT Pupils Bussed

Eolinas-Stinson

Dixie

Fairfax

Kentfield

Laguna Joint

,Lagunitaq

Larkspur

Li ncoln

Ma;in COMmunity
College District

Marin County Schools

Mill-Valley

Nicasio

Novato Unified

,Reed Union

Ross

San ,Anselmo

San Rafael

Sausalito

Shoreline Unified

Tamalpais Union

Union Joint

TOTAL

88

*\
Buses In "-Ratio
Home to of Pupils

'School Use , to Buses 4.

-,,

2.22 2

380 . 4

300

159

464

200 2

350' 32

1.0.88 6

2,087 14

' 770 4

t .1

305 2

1,980.
.

15

380 4

679 12

720 14

10,186$, 116

106

111

95

150

'159

232 5,

100

11

198

149

192

152

127

1_95

56

' 51

87.8
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c,

'

C.

TABLE 17

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURE
Ratio di Daily Bus Mileage
to Route Network Mileage

89

.

Daily Miles,
Between Home

SCHOOL DISTRICT and School

Route'
Network
Milesq Ratio

Holinas-Stinson,

Dixie

Fairfax

Kentfield

Laguna Joint

Lagunitas

Larkspur:

Lincoln

Marin Community

102

133
.

125

23

`k.

t112

. 144

6.8

19.2

7.2

2.2

5.7

12.6

6.9

-17.4

10.4

19.6

11.4,

College District

4/Marin Count' Schools 3300* 150.0* 22.0

Mill'Valley 509 29.2 17.4

Nicasio

Novato Unified 1,023'
r-

56.0 18.3

Reed Union 227 11.2 20.3

Ross

San AnSeimo 69 10.0 6.9

San Rafael 884 51 2 17.3

Sausalito 1724 14.6 11.8
ro

Shoreline Unified 786 115.4
%

6.8

Tamalpais nion 95 -18.9 5.0

Union Joint

TOTAL 7,704 510.2 1S.1

*Estimated. 10G
0
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A second factor -- eladheading , interval to thebus

operation and fully cofitrollable. The keF.faCtors are ranked by

90

the degree to which they can be controlled as. part of the transportation

operation as follows:

Noncontrollable.' school starting arid dismissal times,'

prebell arrival times,

maximum travel time,

frequency of bds stops;

bus occuparcy,

-layover s,

Controllable deadheading.

A dispersion of starting and dismissal times enables a

smaller.number of buses to operate over a relatively longer period

to transport students. Mileage on the remaining fleet would increase,

and prebell waiting times would be increased for students arriving

on early buses.
A

The time of "arrival before the first bell in the morning is

limited by the requirement that school personnel provide supervision.

Extending this period would allow more flexibility in route and schedule

planning. Current prebell arrival times are shown in Table, 1°8.
1/4

107
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TABLE 1C

PREBELL AIIIVAL TIME

Average Pre-Bell
Range of Arrival Times Arrival Time

SCHOOL DISTRICT (Minutes) (Minutes)

Bolinas-Stinson 5

Dixie ' 0 - 38 13

Fairf7ix 1 - 32 14

Kentfield 15 - 55 38

Laguna Joint

Lagunitas. 1 - 10 6
6

Larkspur 2 - 45 1'9
I

Lincoln

Marin Community
College District

Marin County Schools -20- 15 ,5

Mill Valley 0 - 45 17

Nicasio

Novato Unified 0 - 44 16

Reed Union,

Ross

1 - 35 16

San Anselmo - 35 13

San Rafael 0 - 44 17

Sausalito 0 - 19 6

Shoreline _Unified 0 - 23 19

Tamalpais Union 6 - 38 18 0

Union Joint

AVERAGE 2 32 15

1.08
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Routes with low patronage can be extended to increase the

number of students bussed at one tme. An increase in travel times

and a, corresponding decrease in deadheading and total bus hours

would result, Maximum travel times between first pickup and last

drdpoff are shown in Table. 19:

The number of bus stops Can be reduced to shorten routes.

Some increase in boarding times at remaining stops can be expected

'because of the larger concentration of students.
ti

Increased occupancy improves bus utilization and may

reduce bus requirements. Ave'rage bus occupancy rates are not

high for all districts, as demonstrated by Table 20.

Nonessential layovers can be eliminated from schedules

lo increase available runningg.tim, particularly in peak usage periods.

Deadheading, can be eliminated by using the continuous

routing technique, in, areas where, this technique is possible.
0

7
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TABLE 19

TRAVEL TIMES

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Range of
Maximum Travel Times

(Minutes)

' Bolinas-Stinson 15 - 22

Dixie 6 - 31

Fairfax 5 - 52

Kentfield 10 - 22

Laguna Joint

Lagunitas 9-7 22

Larkspur 1/1 30

Lincoln

Marin Community
College District'

Marin-County Schools 3 75

Mill. Valley 12 - 38

NiCasio

Novato.Unified 8 - 40

Reed Union 6 - 28

Ross

San Anselmo .1 - 35

San Rafael 8 = 25

Sausalito 13 33

Shoreline. Unified ,10 - 95

Tamalpais'Union 18 - 68

Union Joint

AVERAGE 9 39

1 1. 0

93

Average
Maximum Travel Times

(Minutes)

18

14

20

16

13

20

35

24

20

13

15

16.

21

50

34

22
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TABLE 20

SCHOOL BUS OCCUPANCY RATES

94

Nicasio

LiNcoln

Marian Community
College District

Marin County Schools

Union Joint

Median
Average Occupancy Occupancy

SCHOOL DISTRICT Range of Occupancy Rates Rates

Bolinas-Stinson 25% - 100% , 80% 80%-
..

Dixie -3*'- 91% 44% 5J%

Fairfax 8% - 100% 331

Kentfield lAt E7t 42% 48%

Laguna Joint

Lagunitas 9% - 94% 40% 38%

Larkspur ' 3% - 88% 33%
.

29%

85% 80%70% - 100%

Mill Valley 45% - 100% 80% .90%.

Novato Unif±ed 32% - 1001 59% 64%

Reed Union 171 - 100% 69%' 83%

Ross '

;San Anselmo 15% -. 91% 50%

San Rafael 33% - 100% 76% 79%

Sausalito 16% - 100% 55% 64%
-1

Shoreline Unified 38% - 90% , 64% 66%

Tamalpais Union 44% - 100% 80%

AVERAGE 23% : - 92% 57%
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7. ADMINISTRATIVE CHARACTERISTICS

Differences in the analysis of administrative policies and

practices that could adversely or constructively affect a consolidation

effort were considered. Functions currently performed by each
o

district, and centralized'maintenance and administrative resources

available for a consolidated operation were also considered.

,,Per sonnel

All districts providing transportation employ drivers;

others employ mechanics and administrative personnel as well.

Except for cases where backup drivers are employed for a shorts

term, all personnel are classified employees and subject to-full

employment protection under state education,code guidelines.

-7' Table 12, page 54, shows that scool districts employ three

main categories- of drivers. They are: fulltime personnel employed

onlY"as-drivers, fulltim,e personnel employed parttime as drivers,

and parttime personnel employed on a split shift.

Providing that a consolidated operation offered hours of

work equivalent to those that presently exist, each type of driver

could be accommodated.
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tt:

School bus wages vary from $3. 50 per hour to $5. 25 per 11.:"

hour, not including fringe benefits. This wage differential would

have to be substantially reduced in a consolidated operation.

Table 21 shows the range of wages for each school district.

Mechanics are often employed as drivers, and in most

cases earn similar wages. The conditions discussed above with

regard to drivers apply to mechanics. Four school districts employ

mechanics: Dixie; Novato, San Rafael, and Shoreline.

Nine school districts charge administrative expenses to

the transportation budget. These expenses vary from a nominal

charge for miscellaneous administr'ative functions td a major budget

line item in San Rafael, Novato, and Shoreline School Districts and

the Marin County Schools Office. In these cases the transportation

operation requires fulltime supervisory personnel.

Equipment

School districts make their or arrangements for purchasing

vehicles. Differences in demand for school buses exist at the present

time. San Rafael School District has a surplus of buses; however,
o

o
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other districts are, short of buses. For example, the.Sausalito

School District needs equipment either fulltime or on a backup,

basis.

Most school districts contract for vehicle maintenance.

Dixie, Novato, San Rafael, and Shoreline School Districts have

their own maintenance facilities.

Planning

Similar planning practices are followed in all school districts.

Typically, this involves an informal process whereby the previous
.

year's routes are repeated at the beginning of the following year,,

and adjustments are made on the basis of experience during the

first two ,weeks of the semester. Only San"Rafael bases its planning

on estimated demands prior to the start of the school year.

School districts contracting for bus service normally

obtain planning assistance from the contractor and have no'inhouse

--expertise. The districts included are: Fairfax, kcentfield, Larkspur,

and Reed Union.
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Separable Functions

Most of the major administrative functions (e. g. personnel,

vehicle purchase, maintenance, and operation) carried out separately

by school districts could be centralized in a consolidated system.
\ 0

Planning is generally considered to be a nonseparable

function because of the level of intradistrict coordination required

in establishing school and transportation schedules thattre satisfactory

to all district personnel. However, school districts that contract

for bus service use the planning expertise of the contractor and

avoid a separate administrative expense for this function. Using

this.as an example, the possibility exists for centralized planning
fl

on a consulting basis,

Availability of Centralized Administrative and Maintenance Resources

Substantial resources are available to meet the requirements

of a consolidated transportation operation if the existing resources
S '

,

of school districts are utilized. Table 22 summarizes the adminis-

trative and maintenance resources that exist. Four school districts

are able to provide resources in both areas: Dixie, Novato, San Rafael,

and Shoreline.
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TABLE 22

SCHOOL DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES

..._

SCHOOL DISTRICT
OWN. MAINTENANCE

FACILITY
ADMINISTRATIVE
CAPABILITY-

ADMINISTRATIVE AND
-MAINTENANCE-RESOURCES

.

Bolinas-Stinson
.

Dixie

Fairfax

Kentfield
.

Laguna Joint'

Lagunitas

-Larkspur ,.

Lincoln

Marin Community,' .

. College District

Marin County:Schools

- Mill. Valley

Nicasio

Novato Unified

Reed Union

Ross
.

San Anselmo

San Rafael

Sausalito
.

-.-Shoreline Unified,

- Tamalpais Union

UnionZoint
-.,N

.

X

X

X

q

X

X

-

X'

- X

X

X

X

X

0

-

'

.

.

0

,

.

X

,.

.

. .

X

.

X

X

.

.

.



Analysis of Costs

The approach used to analyze costs was twofold.

Transportation expenditures were analyzed and compared with the

level of service to indicate cost effectiveness. State reimbursement

procedures were briefly examined to determine the relative value

of state aid.

Transportation Expenditures: School district expenditures

for transportation were analyzed to determine the full cost of

operating and administering school transportation. These,

expenditures were pre iously reported in Table 13, page 56, itemized

as follows: (1) gas, oil, and lubrication, (2) tires and tubes, (3) parts

and equipment, (4) maintenance, ,(5) insurance, (6) administrative

personnel, (7) maintenance personnel, and (8) drivers.

Othe'r e'Xpenditures such as special contractual arrangements

were added to develop a total cost of transportation, as shown in

Table 23.

Capital costs were not included in this analysis, since

vehicles are purchased as required and no allowance is made for

capital depieciation.

o
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TABLE 23

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COSTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT OPERATING
COST'

PERSONNEL
COST2

OTHER ( TOTAL
COSTS 1 COST

Bolinas-Stinson 3;715 9,632 13,347

Dixie 6,416 38,000 44,416

Fairfax DNA DNA 20,587

Kentfield DNA DNA 12,900

Lagunitas 7,893 17,971 25,864

Larkspur 21,812

Marin County Schools 49,956 242,485 , 292,441

Mill Valley 34,568 71,553 3,2833 109,404

Novato Unified -...46,026 135,286, 181,312

Reed Union D
SA

45,4itl

San Anse1mo 3,798 15,130 18,928

San Rafael 38,923 152,290 191,213.

Sausalito 28,332 28,588 56,920

Shoreline Unified 50,836 64,641 115,477

Tamalpais Union 1,000 12,675 79,1964 92,871
TOTAL 271,463 788,251 82,479 10242,962

DNA - Does not apply c

1 Inclpdes fuel, lubricants, tires, tubes, maintenance,
repairs.

2 Includes drivers, mechanics, administrative staff.

3 Payment to private contractor for home-to-school.
transportation.

4 Includes: $25,696 payment to Marin City Transit
V35,000 to Marin County Transit District for home-to-
school transportation; and $18,500 to private con-
tractors for non-home-to-school transpOrtation.
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'4

Cost effectiveness was measured by computing a value

of cost per mile and a value of cost per student per day. Cost per

mile is based on the total miles of bus travel and the total expenditure

for bus transportation. Cost per student per day is based on home to

school rnileag&and patronage data. These-values are shown in.

Table 24.

Cost per mile values are widely varied among districts.

The largest values, $3.65 and $3. 20 are found in contracted

services: Marin City Transit Service and Kentfield School District,

respectively. High costs in these cases may be attributed to the

terms of the service contract. For example, Kentfield negotiated

a contract for the 1973-74 schocil year which billed the district for

a 'minimum number of hours and miles of daily bus transportation.

However, Kentfield's transportation requirement was below the

minimum terms of 'the contract and more money Was spent for

transportation than was actually necessary.

Relative to district operated transportation, contracted

service generally exhibited .a higher degree of cost effectiveness,
., .., .

using as examples the figures, for Fairfax, Larkspur, and Reed.
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Relative to public transit, most of these cost figures are low.

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District charges

mileage at $. 65 for off peak service, and $1.63 for peak period service.

Cost per student values range from $. 31 per day to $4. 72.

The high values, $4.72.for Marin County SchoOls Office and $1.04' fdr

Marin City Transit Service, are attributable to the specialized nature

'of these systems. These costs are generally lower than the

equivalent cost of public transportation, using a rate of $. 70 per

day for two tripg on GGBHTD.

A breakdown of costs per mile by budget categories is shown-

in Table 25.

Drivers account for the largest share of costs, ranging
r,

'from a value of $. 37 per mile for the Marin County Schools Office

to a value of $. 92 per mile for. San Ansekno School District. Most

of this variation is attributable to wage rate. However, some

variation is attributable to the operating efficiency of the transportation

system and the method by which drivers are paid. For example,

- the Bolinas-Stinson Union School District schedules runs with a

minimum of layover or nonproductive time, and drivers are paid

on a split shift basis.
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Fuel and lubrication costs exhibit greater, variation than

can be attributed to differences in terrain and operating methods..

Other factors may be vehicle condition and fuel costs.
a

Maintenance and repair costs for most school districts

are between $. 20 and $. 50 per mile. Typically, the larger

transportation systems maintaining ther own vehicles have the

lowest maintenance cost per mile. However, smaller systems

contracting for repair and maintenance, such as Lagunitas School

District, also exhibit a low cost per mile.

Transportation Reimbursement: The California State-,

Department of Education reimburses school districts for expenses

incurred in home to school transportation according to a fOrmula

based on the following factors:

(1) Proportion of transportation expense incurred

in non home to school transportation;

(2) School district assessed valuation;

(3) Median transportation,expenditures statewide; and

(4) Deductions for iric'ome received.

124
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The first category is a minor component in the computation
0

of state reimbursement and one that school districts can control.

The second and third categories are of major importance because

they are both noncontrollable arid directly, affect the amount of

reimbursement a school district can receive.

Legislation has been introduced at the state level to provide

a more equitable a.pproach,to funding education under the requirements

-et of the California Supreme Court decision based on the Serrano vs.

Priest Case. Bills pending before the legislature have provisions

for changing the procedures by which state aid,.is provided for school

transportation. Other legislation has been introduced specifically to

provide more state assistance forschool transportation. Assembly

Bill 1346 would change the percentage of assessed valuation assigned

as a basic school district transportation cost.

Under existing procedures, a school district is responsible

for all transportation expenses incurred up to a percentage amount
-,,

of the ,assessed valuation of the district: This rate, is . 0002 percent

for elementary school districts and . 0003 percent for unified school

districts.. The amount provided by these tax rates is shown in Table 26:
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'Above this base. amount, the district is responsible for a proportion

of transportation ,expenses, based on the difference between the

transportation expense and the tax yield of higher tax rates.. The7

_ .
transportation expense approved for each school district and the

4

amount reimbursed by the state is shown in Table 26:

The figures demonstrate that no schopl district accrues

a basic tax yield even approxiMating the amount spent for

transportation. The difference between expenditures and

reimbursements leaves each district with a net expenditure that is

still considerably higher than the basic tax yield.

State reimbursement procedures include a penalty for

exceeding a basic level of expenditure .computed on average bus

cost per day of use. The basic level is the median expenditure

statewide plus a margin of 25 percent. School districts are allowed

higher or lower expenditures based on the size of buses used and

the number of hours per day each bus is-in use. This limit was

exceeded during the :1973-74 year by Dixie, Kentfie,ld, Lagunitas,

San Rafael, and Shoreline School Districts, as s_hown4nTable-27.

sr
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8. CURRENT. TRANSIT UTILIZATION

-The purpose of tMs chapter was to identify transportation

resources in Marin County that have potential for providing school

transportation. Federal and state regulations were investigated to

.determine. the restr ictions that apply to the use of vehicles other

than school buses for home to school transportation. Marin

transportation services were ranked in terms of major or minor

potential for school transportation. An analysis of operating

characteristics, including routes, schedules, patronage, and cost,

was conducted for transportation service with major potential for

school transportation.

112

A review of federal and state school transportation regulatioris

and an evaluation of Marin County transportation resources is followed

by an analysis of characteristics of Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and

Transportation4District, the only transportation service with major,

potential for providing school transportation.

Transit Eligibility for School Transportation.

The high degree of concern for pupil safety observed by the

school bus industry and by school bus operators is explicitly defined



by a variety,of federal and state codes in terms of operating

.regulations for vehicles used to transport school children." Major

emphasis is placed on. structural characteristics and equipment of

chdo1 bus vehicles.

Not all transit vehicles meet these standards, and the

113

condition's under which these standards are applied and enforced are

of M"" ajor importance in evaluating the applical?ility of public transit
.,

to scho`81 bus operations. The, conditions-under which vehicles for

transporting school children may be used and Marin County transit

operations in terms or eligibility for school transportation-are
O

discussed.

Federal and State Regulations

Federal regulations on the provision of school transportation

are contained in the National Highway SafetyPrOgram Standa;rd No. 17.

Vehicle identification and equipment regulations were amended

in 1973 to permit public transit vehicles with Type I capacity (more

3U. S. ,Department:of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration. Pupil Transportation Safety, (Washington, D. C. :
Goernment Printing Office, May 1973).
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than sixteen passengers) to be. used for home to school transportation.

The new regulation eliminates the requirement that buses be painted

yellow and black, and proyides that signing may be limited to

"school bus" signs at front and back when the bus is used exclusively
3k..in home to school transportation. The regulation is stated as follows:

IV. B. Identification and equipment of school vehicles.

2. Type I school.vehicles that are operated
by a privately or publicly owned local transit system,
and used for regular common carrier transit route

'service as well as special school route service, shall
meet all of the re.quirements of this standard, except
as follows:

a. Such vehicles peed not be painted
yellow and black as required by paragraphs
1 (b) and 1 (c) of this section.

b. In lieu of the requirements of
paragraph 1 (a) of this section, such vehicles
shall, while transporting children to and from
school, be equipped with temporary signs,
located canspicuously on the front and back of
the vehicle. The sign on the front shall have
the words "School Bus" printed in black letter's
not less than 6 in high,. on a:background of
national school bus glossy yellow, as specified

t a in paragraph 1.(b) of this section. The sign on
the ream- shall be at least 10 ft2 in size and shall
be painted national school bus glossy yelloW, as
specified in paragraph 1 (b) of this section, and
have-the words "Scho,pl*Bus" printed in black

131,
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letters not less than 8 in high. Both the -in
and 8-in letters shall s-be Series "D" as specified
in the Standard Alphabets -- Federal Highway
Administration, d966.

c. Where such vehicles are used only
'in places where use of warning.signal lamps
is prohibited, they need not be equipped with
the "signal lamps required by paragraph 1 (d)
of this section. ,

State regulations are contained in the California Administrative

Code, Education Code, and Motor Vehicle Code. The vehicle code

identifies vehicles that are exempted from the identification' and

equipment-regulations of school buses. Section 545 of the vehicle

code reads as follows:

545. Schoolbus. A "schoolbus" is any motor
vehicle while being used for the transportation of any
school pupil at or below the 12th-grade level to and
from a public or private school or to and from public
or private school activities, except the following:

C.

(a) A passenger vehicle designed for
and when actually carrying not more than eight
pergons, including the driver.

(b) A '9-passenger or 10-passenger
station wagon when used for the transportation
of not more than eight pupils and the driver,
other thanthe regular transportation of pupils
to and from public or private school or the
transportation of mentally retarded or phrsically
handicapped pup s.



(c) A motor vehicle of any type
carrying only members of the household of the
owner thereof.

(d) A motor vehicle operated by a
common carrier, or by and under the exclusiVe
jurisdiction of a publicly owned transit system,
on scheduledruns but not used exclusively for
the transportation of school.pupils.

(e) A.motor vehicle operated by a
common carrier, or by and under the exclusive

.ju'risdiction of a publicly owned transit systerri,°
or by a passenger charter-pa.rty carrier and
used under a contractual agreement to transport
pupils to and from school activities but not used
regularly to .transport pupils to and from a public
or private school. 4

These regulations recognize two situations in which pupils

may be transported between home and school in non school bus

vehicles. Paragraph (d) provides for the operation of regularly

equipped transit vehicles for home to school transportation on the

condition that such transportation is provided in conjunction with ,

regularly scheduled service. Special equipment is nbt required,,

and no minimum size requirement is obsprved.

4California Department of-Motor Vehicles, Code Section 545,.
"Schoolbusn, (Sacramento: .California State Senate, amended
January 1, 1975); p.

1

J. 3 3
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a.

Paragraph (a) excepts eight passenger vehicles from the

schol bus regulaticns, providing that ot More than eight passengers
t- 6 6

71'

are carried.

117

Paragraph (b) prohibits the use of nine and ten passenger
2.7

vehicles for regular home to school transportation. Larger vehicles,
Y.

up to sixteen passengers, although not explicitly covered by. Section

545 are included under the designation of Class II school buses when

regUlarly used for home to school transportation.

Marin County Transit District Operations
tr.

Marin County has a wide assortment of transportation

services, ranging from a public transit system with general

coverage .of the urbanized eastern county, to categorical systems

providing specialized transportation on a nonprofit basis.* Eacti of

these services' contributes to the mobility of the county's population.

However, each does not have equal capability of providing transpo'rtation

for the school population. .4 three point checklist was devised to

determine which operations have major potential for school.

transportation. The checklist included the following'itp,ms:
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r-

Common Carrier or Public, Transit Status: Federal and

state, codes require that non school bus vehicles used in home to

school transportation must be classified in either of these categories.

Existing Service Network: Federal and state codes also

require that home to school transportation can only be provided

-by a common carrier or public transit as papt of scheduled service.

On a practical basis, the servicecnetwork must include coverage of.

schools.

Equipment Availability: Only those operator's with equipment

and drivers available for expanded service are eligible.

Satisfaction of all three checklist criteria is required to ".
,

determine major potential for home to school. transportation.. 'Key

transportation services in Marin County were researched and ranked

, by the checklist criteria. The ranking nd charaCteristiCs of,each

service are presented here.
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119

Common Existing
Carrier/ Route EqUipment

Public Transit Structure Availability

Golden Gate Bridge,
Highway, and
Transportation District X X X

Marin City Transit

Whistle Stop Wheels

Traveler's Transit X

Airport Limousine
Servile X

X

X

Synanon X

Guide Dogs'for the Blind
C.

a
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District

is the only transportation operation in Marin County with`majort

potential for providing home, to school transportation:

uolden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Tr-nsporta,:tion District
11V

is-thd local public transit operator in Marin County and maintains a

network. of routes that places transit service within reach'of 45 percent

of Marin households. , GoOd service is available to schools located near

major arteriar roadi in the eastern portion of the county. (Thirty-four

buses operate regularly schedule,d local service and another fourteen
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provide special service for high schools on school days. In addition,

GGBHTD'has equipment resources to increase the level of service if

ridership and subsidies are available.

Marin City Transit is a private common carrier- providing

regularly scheduled transportation to Tamalpais Union High School

District students living in Marin City. Marin City Transit.currently

functions a's a home to school transportation operation, except for

minor charter bus service. Routes are located to provide optimum

service to' Tamalpais and- Redwood Hign Schools and no public

. passengers are accepted. If Marin City Transit were to expand

home to school transportation strictly within the guidelines of
fr

section 545 of the stateo,motor vehicle code, service to the general

public would have to be included on existing routes. Vehicles operated

by Marin City Transit are forty -seven passenger transit coaches.

Whistle Stop Wheels is the name given to a group of

transportation services operated on a .nonprofit basis by the Marin

Senior Coordinating Council and the Volunteer Bureau of Marin.

Major-functions are to provide shopping and recteational transportation

to Marin County senior citizens and medical transportation to persons

without alternative means of travel.
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Whistle Stop Wheel's-is not a common carrier and does not
7.

.provide scheduled transportation services t'o the general public.

121

Eleven vehicles are operated but none are equipped as a school bus.

The operation could furnish transportation for school. activities.
e

Radio dispatching permits efficient scheduling of equipment. However,

regular home to, school transportation is not,possible under the

provision of section 545 of the motor vehicle Code.
r

Traveler's Transit is a public transportation, service operating

between San Rafael and Richmond. Twelve -round trips are scheduled

on weekdays. Traveleils Transit is eager to expand the service it

provides to the public. However, the potential for home to school

transportation is limited by the type of equipment and. route location.

Buses are ,maxi vans and are not equipped as school buses, although

they could qualify for school service as transit vehicles. However,

the route coverage is limited in the San Rafael area and would therefore

not provide, service to a large number of schools. This fact limits

the potential of Traveler's Transit for home to school transportation.

The Airport Limousine Service furnishes public transportation

to San Francisco Airport from Greenbrae. Eight round trips are

scheduled daily. A variety of vehicles are operated depending on
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demand, including a station wagon, three twelve passenger:vans,

and a twenty-four passenger school bus. The school bus'could be

used for school transportation if equipment standards were met.

However, the remaining vehicles would qualify for school service

only if they were to furnish schedtiled service on an established

route. Although these conditions are met, Lthe existing route

structure with point to point destinations does not provide good

coverage of sch9ols or the school population. Like Traveler's

Transit, Airport Limousine. Service is of limited value for regular

home to school transportation as.presently organized.

Syna.non, Inc., operate's several buses for its own use at

the Synanon headquarters in Marshall.: ..In addition, service is

contracte.d to the National Park Service to provide transportation

for Point Reyes National Park summer visitors between park

headquarters and the Poi& Reyes seashore. Vehicles for this service,

two sixteen passenger buses, are potentially available for school

transportation needs during the' school year. However, the same

conditions apply to thes' e -buses as to other transit vehicles. Unless

school:transportation is furnished in conjunction with a regularly

scheduled common -carrier service, vehicles must be equipped as

139
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school buses.- Neither of these conditions pertains at the present

time.

123

Guide Dogs ,for the Blind uses two sixteen passenger buses

for transportaing blind students to San Rafael and San Francisco.-

The bit.ses are modified to accommodate eight students with their

dogs. Guide Dogs for the Blind uses this equipment, on an irregular

schedule and is not currently in a position to furnish transportation

beyond its own needs.

Golden Gate. Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District°

The Golden Gate B-ridge District was reconstituted in

1971 as the. Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District

by an action of the state legislature to give it more ilatitude in the area

of transportation than the original charter allowed. The objective of

the legislative action was to'coordinate the operations and planning of

the three transportation modes (auto, bus, and ferry) providing access

between Sari Francigco and the'northern peninsula. The legislation'

authorized the establishment of a public mass transportation system

to proyide an alterria.tive to the automobile as a means of travel in

the Golden Gate transportation corridor. The GGBHTD system was

140



developed to provide transbay service to San" Francisco from`Marin

and Sonoma counties.

a

The GGBHTD furnishes transit service to Marin Courity .

under a special agreement that gives the county control over the

level of,service prdvided on local GGBHTD routes. The agreement

establishes that bus routes beginning and ending in Marin County

are under the authority of the Marin County Transit District (MCTD).

124

.

O

The MCTD advises GGBHTD on route locations, schedules, and hours

of operation and retains the right to make changes in the service on
p

a quarterly basis. In return, MCTD subsidizes the cost of operating'

local routes. The difference between local fare box receipts and the

cost of local operation is paid to GGBHTD on a quarterly basis.

5,

Local routes include: five routes providing regularly

scheduled service (1, 21,' 23, 27) and five routes primarily

serving the Tamalpais Union High School District and operating

school days only, (41, 43, 45, 47; 49). In addition to these routes,

three transbay routes to San Francisco (tO, 20,, 50) provide substantial

- service for local patrons, although they are not officially designatecl

as local routes.

. 141

'Fs



125

.;

The local route network provides coverage to the eastern

, portion of Marin County. The western portion of the cointy is

routesserved only by school routes offering limited school day service.
, ,-----,'s -

.
Additional routes are planned)m the future to provide coverage in,-, ,. i

.
.

f,. vthe western portion of the C'opnty and to increase coverage in the
-,z...-

eastern portion.

Local route coverage is shown in Figures 1, 2, and 3.

,Local Marin County transit is primarily & weekday operation.

Only one route -- Route 23 -- operates seven days a week. Hours of

operation vary from a minimum service day:of 9:00 a. m.. to 4:00 p. m.

on routes 21 and 27 to a maximum service day of 6:00 a. m. to 2:0O a. m.

on Route 23., Buses operate at thirty to sixty minute headways, giving

a frequency of service of one to two buses per hour.

Schedules for school routes 41, 43, 45, 47, and 49 are based

on school starting and dismissal times and directionof travel. Service

is concentrated around the 7:00 to 8:00 a. m. period and the 2:00 to 4:00

p. m. period. SerVice is more frequent in the school bound direction
7

of travel in the p. m. Period. No service is available during midday

periods on school routes.

142



FI
G

U
R

E
., 

1

M
A

R
IN

 L
O

C
A

L
 T

R
A

N
SI

T
 S

E
R

V
IC

E
 -

- 
N

O
V

A
T

O
A

R
E

A

N
ov

at
o

an
d 

V
ic

in
ity



M
I

M
Il

l
O

M
 I

O
W

M
R

A

O
N

fi
G

IP
A

N
I 

2
-

-
M

O
I

- 
sa

g 
N

o
i a

m
,

M
A

R
IN

 L
O

C
A

L
 T

R
A

N
SI

T
 S

E
R

V
IC

E
, -

- 
SA

N
 R

A
FA

E
..,

A
R

E
A

-1
7

4
S

40

S
an

. R
af

ae
l

5.
4.

1
A

 n
ke

lm
o

ra
w

t..
.

L
ar

k
C

.*
, l

e 
M

.O
.,

It
...

a
M

au
 I

 n
ye

 o
at

K
.1

41
1.

41
.1

1

N
...

. W
on

..

h



M
A

R
IN

 L
O

C
A

L
. T

R
A

N
SI

T
 S

E
R

V
IC

E
 -

 M
IL

L
 V

A
L

L
E

Y
 A

R
E

A

-4

L

M
ill

, V
al

le
y

1

S
au

sa
lit

o 
T

ib
ur

on
ri

el
ve

do
ne

M
ar

in
 C

ity
an

d 
V

irt
ni

t,



129

Hours of operation and headways between buses are shown

for regularly *scheduled local routes in Table 28.

Daily patronage totals from Marin local transit service

are shown in Table 29. These figures include local transit patrons,

and exclude transbay patrons using local routes..

Variation in patronage between most and least patronized

routes is attributable to operating schedules and route locatiori.

Routes wit" the least patronage, routes 21 and 27, have comparatively

long headways (sixty minutes) and operate in the midday period only,

from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p. m. Both routes provide considerable
t

coverage of neighborhood areas away from major -thoroughfares.

On major thoroughfares, these routes compete with routes th*at have

more frequent service,-

All local- routes provide some coverage of major thorough-

fares where a significant portion of local trips are made-. Route 1,

n the most patronized local route, ,captures a, high portion of local

trips due to the service it provides in the Highway 101 corridor;

including major thoroughfares in Mill Valley, Novato, and the

Ross Valley.
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TABLE129

--.M.ARIN,00UNTY LOCAL
.

TRANSIT PATRONAGE
BY TRAVEL PERIOD

1975

:131

ROUTE
AM PEAK PERIOD
7:00-9:00 AM

MIDY
9:00 AM-4:00 PM

PM PEAK PERIOD.
4:00-6:00 PM

DAILY
TOTAL*

1
..,

5/10

20

21

23 .

27 ,

.50 ....,q

P

724

225

244

68

342

17

221

sw

_

1,277

..

64'6

440

266

832

211

281

e 715

125

366

51

348

78

, 249

2745

1081

.'1178.

385.

1688

406

872

TOTAL 1841 3953 1932. 8355,

*Includes evening service on routes 10, 20, 23, and 50.
iT
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0 Data on user characteristics was obtained from a survey

of:GGBHTD patrons in May 1973., 'the most recent month fbr which

132

compiled survey information was availaSle. No significant changes

in service area or schedules have been made in the interim period

that,would substantially alter. these characteristics. However,

changes in gasoline price and availability and inflation rnay have

encouraged Main residents to use transit for local trips. Helice,

the data must be regarded as only an approximate profile of the

current tran§it user.

User characteristics are summarized in Table 30. The

following findings -were drain from a report prepared by the 1VICTD.
.5

1. Trip Purpose: The largest group of riders is
. .

students, ,as shown by the percentage distribution of trips by purpose.

The predominant destination of these trips is the College of Marin

in. Kentfield'. Other student-trips are generated by other colleges

. and by high schools.

o

4

5-,Micr-2Project Report on the Interim Capital Improvement Program,. .San Rafael, california, August 1973.
.

e
' - in 1 L

i49
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,TABLE 30

MA-RIN COUNTY LOCAL TRANSIT
RIDERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS
.,(Survey \Conducted May 1973)

133'

Trip Purpose

',School ' 40%

Work 32%

Shopping

Other/No Response

f
19%

Auto Availabilit as a Substitute\for Transit Tri

Auto was Available 34%

Auto was not Available 66%

Access to BUs Stop

Mode

Walk
a

Car

69%

16%

Other Bus 11%,,

Other/No Response 4%

-

Egress :from Bus 'Stop

Mode

Walk 82%

Car 4%

Other Bus /7.
10%

9ther/No Ref;p^ncle:
4 %.

Source; MidProject/Report, Marin County Transit District
Interim Capital Improvement Program., August
San Rafael, California:
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2.* Auto Availability: One-third of the users had

cars available whichlhey chose to leave`at home. This situation is

explained by the difficult parking situation at the College Of Marin

where many of the locaj transit trips are made.
a.

- Access Modes: Walking was the predominant mode
< .

for getting to and from bus sto?s. Relatively few people used a car

to get to a bus stop (16 percent) and fewer used a car to get to their

destinatidn from the bus (4 percent). However 10 pertent of riders

used a bus as the access mode, indicating that transfers are used

between routes.

The average operating cost of GGBHTD buses for the six

4month peri'od between July and December 1974. was $1. 36 per mile.

This is comprised of the following cost components:

$ . 20 - Maintenance (includes: maintenance, adMinistrative
personnel; depreciation on buildings; maintenance'
and repair of buildings. )

. 79 - Wages (includes fringe benefits)

. 08 - Fuel and Lubrication

. 01 - Tires and Tubes

. 04 - Insurande

. 22 - Planning and Administration
04 Depreciation of coaches and fare boxes

$1.36
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These costs are computed for the overall GGBHTD operation,

based on information supplied in the 1974 budget. Local transit service

may, have a slightly higher,operating cost than the average because of

the number of stops made and the higher depreciation of,vehicles.

Transbay service may be slightly lower in average cost because of

fewer stops.

Golden Gate-Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District

drivers' wages are negotiated uncrer union contract. Hourly wages
°

9 currently range from $6. 57 to $6. 77, excluding fringe benefits.

Fringe benefits increase base wages by 25 percent. Which wage

rate a,.driver receives is based on whether he is temporary or

permanent. The wage contract contains escalator cladges designed

toa.djust GQI3HT11? wage rates to changes in the consumer price

index and to wage rates of other transit operators in the bay area.

Wage rates increased $. 06 an hOur in July 1975.

The GGBHTD wage rate is based on a minimum eight hour

day. Drivers working less than an,eight hour day are paid for the

full day; Drivers working more than an eight hour day are paid an

overtime wage rate:

1 r2
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The cost of local transit service in Marin County is

calculated from a formula that has two basic factors: average

distance traveled per passenger, and operating cost per mile.

The average distance traveled by.each passenger is

deriveil from periodic ridership surveys (such as the on board

ridership survey in I y 1973) that obtain on and of locations for

each passenger. Operating costs per mile are divided into peak

and off peak operating costs. Route miles traveled in the peak

travel times between 7:00 a. m. and 9:00 a. m. `and between 4:00 p.

and 6:00 p. m. are charged at the rate of $1..63 per mile. Route

miles traveled during the midday, early morning and late evening

hours are charged at the fate of $. 65 per mile. The cost of local

transit service is determined by multiplying the number of riders by

the average distance traveled to produce passenger miles. The

proportion of local passenger miles to total passenger miles is

then multiplied by total mileage and by average cost per mile to

derive total cost. The cost of local transit service in the .197.4 -75

fiscal year under the GGBHTD formula was %l, 700,000. This

figure includes local passengers on local routes and local passengers

on transbay routes, distributed as follows:
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Local passengers on
local routes

Local passengers on
transbay routes

$1*, 000,

700,

000

000

$1,700, 000

A preliminary analysis of local GGBHTD routes was made

to determine the potential-of public transit to serve home to school'

travel need's now provided 14 school districts. A two part approach

was used in this analysis.. Bus schedules and school schedules were

compared td establish the frequency of bus service at school

locations. Patronage figures were examined to determine which

buses on each route operate at capacity or near capacity. Neither

of these steps was intended to be an exhaustive analysis of GGBHTD

service. Information was obtained to pro'Vide a preliminary framework

for developing alternatives for school transportation.

The frequency of blis service, schools selected for analysis,

bus routes, schedule analysis, "findings, and bus capacity are as

follows:

Schools were selected within walking distance of GGBHTD

routes. Walking distances were based on criteria established by
I.
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thv State school transportation reimbUrsement policy for the

maximum distance a student should be expected to walk to school

without transportation. Acceptable distances between public transit

routes and schools should not exceed these distances and should

preferably be somewhat less because of the possibility that

students might have to walk at both ends of thebus trip. These

distances were, established as one quarter mile for elementary school

students and junior'high school students, Sand one half mile for high

school students.

Emphasis was placed on school districts where a sufficiently

large number of schools could be served by public transit to make

possible the development of a home to school transportation program

based on public transit. School districts not having a majority of

schools within walking distance of public transit routes were not

analyzed at this stage. The following districts were included:

Fairfax, Kentfield, Larkspur, Reed Union, San Anselmo, San Rafael,

and Sausalito.

All local Marin County routes were analyzed, including the

special school day only routes serving the Tarnalpais Union High

t

r
t) t)
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School District. Commute routes were not included in this first

pasg analysis ,because of the limited capacity and lack of available

service in the afternoon.

No provision was made for the geographic coverage of

routes adjacent to each school. In each case, some proportion of

puPils will not be conveniently accessible to transit routes at the

home end of the home to school trip. However this fact was not

accepted as a constraint for "purposes of-analysis at this stage.

Principal starting and dismissal tirpes for schools were

identified, excluding midday split sessions and special day schedules.

Bus schedules were examined to determine the number of bus arrivals

in either direCtion of travel at school starting and dismissal times.

Buses arriving within a thirty minute period before starting times

and within a thirty n-iinute period after disthissal times were

considered to provide an acceptable level of service for home to

school travel. ,A sumrhary of school starting and dismissal times

and scheduled bus arrivals is contained in Table 31.

Scheduled public_ transit service is available to approximately

two-thirds of the schools included In the analysis. Nearly 25 percent
ct,

4-

16 6t.



TABLE 31 140

GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE, HIGHWAY, AND
TRANSPORTA'TION DISTRICT SERVICE TO SELECTED SCHOOLS

SCHOOL DISTRICT SCHOOL

PUBLIC
TRANSIT 111441IABLe

(Hoyt* Number)

SCHOOL STARTING,
DISMISSAL TIMES

BUS ARRIVAL TIMES

NORTHBOUND SOWD81.10UND

EASTBOUND WESTBOUND

Fairfax White Hill' 23, 49 9,00 8:54 (23)

3:15 2:22 (49)

Manor 23, 49 (1130, 9110. 1:00, 9:00 (23) 1:22, 9122 (23)

1:50, 2:30

Kentli!ld Adeline )(eft 20, 1, 49, 17 SOO 15,05 (20, 49) 8:21 (20, 1)

,7:59 (1) 8:24 (47)

2:45, 3:05 3:05, 3:35 (20) 2:51, 2111 (20, 1) ,
3:33 (47) 3:21 (47)

2:49, 309 (1)

Anthony Bacich 1, 49; 47 8:30 1:01 (1) Stl, (1)

t
8:01 (49) 1:22 (47)

2:45 2:51 (1) 2149, 3)19 (1)

Greenbrae 21, 1, 49 8:30 1:10 (49)

2:45 2:54 (1) 2:58 (21)
3:16 (1)

Larkspur Henry Hall 1, 20, 21 1:45 1:20 (1, 20) - Si30 (1, 20)

3:00 .3:20 (1, 20) 3:30 (1, 20)

3:11 (21)

%

..." Larkspur-Corte , 1, 20 1:45 8:11 (1, 20) 8:31 (I, 20)

Madera 3:00 3:14 (1, 20) 3132 (1, 10)

Neil Cummins 1, 20 1:40
3:00

8:18 (1, 20)
3:18 (1, 20)

1t32 (1,1

3:32 (1,

San Clemente 21 8:45 - 1:26 (21)

3:00

,-

Reed Union Reedland Woods 5, 10, 45 1t45 1:21 (5) 1:30, 1:33 (45)
8;35 (10)

3:15 3:28 (45) 3:3S (5),

Del Mar 5, 10, 45 8:20 8:25 (5) 1:26 (45) 0

3:00 -. -

Belvedere 5, 10, 45 t45 8:30 (5) 8:30 (10)
e,23 t(45)

4:00

San Ansel= Sleepy Hollow 27 8:55 1:26 (27)

2;00, 3:10 3:44 (27)
_

Hidden Valley 27 8:45-- - 8:30 (27)

3:13 2:49 (27)

Brookside 27 8:55 8:25 (27)

2:00, 3:10

Red Hill 23, 27, 49 8:40 1:10 (23) 8:22 (27)
B:10 (23)

3:10 2:40 (23)

San steal Canines 21 8:30
2:00, 2:30 2:23 (21)

Santa Venetia 21 8:30
2,50 - 3:23 (21)

West End 23, 27 8:30 8:17 (23) 1:05 (23)
1:20 (27)

2:00, 2:30 2:17, 2:47 (23) 2:05, 2:35 (23)

4 2:C', 3:02 (27) 2:17 (27)

Coleman, , 21, 27 4:30
2:00, 2:30 2,39 (21) 2:35 (21)

2:15 (27) 2:05 (27)

'Short. 21 9:24
2:00 2t26 (21)

James 8. Davidson 21 9:00 ,

3,20 * 3:24 (21) 3150 (21)

Laurel Dell 21 8:30
1:00, 2:30 2:26 (21) 2:52 (21i

San Rafael High 21, 27 8)10
2:20 2:40 (27) 2:40 (27)

Sattsftffo Martin Luther King 57 10, 20 Bon, 9:10 8:10 (S, 10) 8:40 (10)
9:40 (l0)
8 :03,.9:03 (20)_ 8:17, R:41 (20)

2:40, 3:20 3:08, 3:38 (10) 3:05, 3:40 (10)
3,50 (5)

hayu S, 10, 20 8:10, oiJO R:10 (5, to) 9:10 (1t)

9,10 (10) 8,17, 9i17 (20)
S:03, 9103 (20)

1,30, 2130 1,31, 212e (10) 2160 214.0 (20
2t00 3:00 (20)

-L 7



of these schools have full transit service and 4 0 percent have partial:

141

'transit service. Full service is considered to exist when buses are

scheduled to arrive in each direction for all staring and dismissal

times in the school schedules. Partial service is defined as bus

service from only one direction, or at only one time during the day

(such as morning or afternoon).

Given the results of this analysis, public transit appears

to have the highest potential for Kentfield, Larkspur; and Sausalito

School Districts. Each of these school districts has a. high proportion

of schools served by existing transit routes and sched\ules. Other

school districts have high transit service in one schoo. location and

low transit service at another location. This indicates that existing

transit and school-schedules are not sufficiently compatible to enable

. public transit to conveniently transport pupils. However, the potential

exists for restructuring ccheduies to provide greater'cornpatibility

and more convenient access to transit.

Limited seat availability is a potential constraint in

accommodating students on the existing-public transit system.

158
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Normally seat availability is determined by measuring the volume

of riders on the bus at peak load locations. Howevef, data on peak

loads"during periods of home to school travel were not available.

An alternate method was therefore devised tp.accomplish this task.

In the absence of peak load data, trip patronage was used

as an indication of seat availability. Bus trips with local patronage.

totals exceeding the capacity of the bus were identified for each

route. GGBHTD buses have a capacity of forty-five, passengers.

Trips with more than forty-five local passengers Would experience

a combination of two situations: patronage during the trip would

remain relatively constant if passengers boarded and exited

regularly; or the bus would be filled to capacity. Given the latter

of these two situations, trip volumes exceeding fifty passengers were

assumed to be an indicator of low seat availability.
tf

Bus trips made during periods of high home to school travel

activity which transport more than fifty local passengers. are listed-,

in Table 32. Times given are the arrival time of each bus trip at

its final destination. For southbound runs on transbay.ro'utes 10,

20, and 50, these times are an Francisco arrival times'. The list
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TABLE 32

PEAK PATRONAGE
TRANSIT TRIPS

50 LOCAL PATRONSDIRECTION LOCAL TRIPS. WITH MORE THAN
AM Arrivals* PM Arrivals*'ROUTE OF TRAVEL

1 Southbound 8:20 1:40
8:40 .2:10
9:10 ,3:23
9:40 4:20

4:50

Northbound 8:25 1:25
8:54 1:57

2:24
2:54
3:24
4:05
4:58

5 Northboiihd

16. Northbound'

20

21 Southbound

2 Southbound.

Northbound

8:37

=- 8:09
8.39
9 : 09

8:24
8:54

27 Northbound 8:37

50 Southbound 9:02
9:52

3:52-

aMbea

2:32
3:33

3:10

2:24
2:55
4:24

3:33

4:5.5

.*.Arrival time at route terminus

160
Pi
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of runs for transbay rdutes is conservative because transbay

paisengers are not included.

The time listings in'Table 32 indicate a considerable

//number of bus trips with high patronage, particularlyNduring periods

of schOol starting-,,and dismissal times. Closer scrutiny of peak

load vharacteristics of these trips is necessary-to deterni\ine if

sufficient capacity is available to transport school children:\

144
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9. TRANSIT NEEDS ANALYSIS

This section documents the work conducted by JHK and

Associates consultant firm. The purpose was to perform an analysis

of transit needs in Mairin County,' exclusive of die transportation
tt)needs of school districts. The analysis was directed at identifying

transit needs of both the general population and specific population

sectors.

General Transit Needs

Two approaches were explored to determine the most

effective way to obtain: data on transit needs.

, .0One approach was to use a travel demand mode), developed

for the Marin County Balanced Transportation Program (BALTRAN)

study to determine the demand for transit of the general population.

(See Appendix VII. )

to

The second approach was to map areas of transit need'in

the county and use akraphic overlay process to determine where

growth in transit demand could be expected to occur. Ii conjunction 's

with this approach, responses from a February 1975 transit

162
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4

A

A

G: 4

/

ridership survey would be used. to demonstrate the travel needs of

the existing transit user.
'`1

41

The BALTRAN model is a eneral t4,avel demand model

not sp,,ecifically esigned to generate ansit.demgnd figures.

\Although them del is useful on a regional, scale of`analysis, it is
$,

not. sensitive to travel demand factors at the level of detail of.,
r

specific links in, the highway network. In addition, considerable;

data rocessing is requiredto generate noticeable results.
,

.Use of overV.y mapping was found to be the more desirable
, )

Of the two alternatives. Data on transit activity generators kN.asa
readily available from the Marin County Triansit District and the

availability of on board survey datenabled user needs to be known

withokit the development of a costly survey. The results of the

overlay mapping closely parallels work conducted by the Marin

County Transit District in preparation of the, Local Transit

Development Program in 1974.

Mapping of Transit ITe,ed Indicators

High transit usage is typically associated with high

population density, high employment density, a concentration of

16a'



.low income population, and institutional activity generators such
0

as schools, hospitals, and government facilities. Where these

factors occur individually or together in major activity centers,

Ra potential need fax transit can be assumed to exist.
o

Densities of dwelling units and employment for

.pbta.ined from traffic zone data gathered.for the BALTRAN study.

This data was graphically represented on a detailed street- map of

"147

the 'county, using. the street pattern'4 to ensure that areas of
,

different density'were accurately defin.ed. Overlays showing lbw

income areas, hoSpitals, c011eges, and junior and seniorgh, .

s,chools were prepared. An additional overla,y of projected 1985

Population density was made to show areas in which transit need,

,could be expected to increase in the future.

,
Rural portions of Marin"...,Thunty were 'found tahave a.

a,

generally law,,density-oFawelling units and employment and these
or,

are not included. orithe map. A value ofthree dwelling units per

"t..cre was used as thehthreshhold level' of transit "'potential, and the.
.result was-thatareas 'of concentration are eon-fined to the more-

°
I.

densely settled -eastern -portion of Marin COunty;

_d

1
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The existing transit system and proposed future additions

to the route network were overlayed on mapped data to show areas

where transit currently exists and is expected to exist in the future.

Coverage of the transit system was defined as a distance of one

quarter mile-on-e-i-the-rs-ide ou , an accepted standard of

walking distance. Areas beyond the quarter mile distance were

considered to have a potential need for transit and were identified

as such.

Summary maps of the overlay analysis are shown in

Figures 4, 5, and 6. (Because these maps are reproduced in small

s-cale, density gradients for population or employment are /hot shown).

Findings

Only a small portion of eastern Marin County with a densi'.-y-

of more than three dwelling units per 'acre is currently not served by

transit. For the most part, areas without transit are neighborhoods

close to transit routes but beyond the minimum one quarter mile

distance.

Are Is with a dwelling unit density of three or more units

per acre that are not accessible to transit, are indicated in Table 33.

16i
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TABLE 33

AREAS WITHOUT EXISTING TRANSIT. SERVICE '

AREA DWELLING UNIT. DENSITY
(Units per Acre)

Novato

. Bel Marin Keys Blvd. 3

San Rafael

1 3rd Street - Pt. San Pedro Road area,
east of downtown San Rafael 3-6
West San Rafael adjacent
to 5th Avenue 3-6

San Anselmo

Area south_ of Sir Francis Drake Blvd.

Fairfax

. Area south of Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 6-12

Kentfield

: Wolfe Grade area 3-9

Mill Valley

Ridge area Northwest of Mill Valley SBD' 3-6
Tam Valley - Shoreline Highway area

3-6

Tiburon

. Paradise Way
Strawberry_

3-6
3-9
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Existing centers of employment are well served by transit

in Marin County. In most cases employment is concentrated at

major junctions in the highway network, enabling connections to be

made between two or more transit routes.

The existing transit system serves most hospitals in eastern

Marin. However, two hospitals are not easily accessible by transit.

These are the Novato General Hospital in Novato, and the Kaiser

Foundation Hospital in Sari Rafael. Both hospitals are expected to

be included in the route system in the future if proposed transit

development plans are implemented. _

With a few exceptions, educational institutions from college

level down to junior high schools are within a quarter mile walking

.'distance of transit. Exceptions are: -Sinaloa Junior High School,

Novato High School, ...and the Indian Valley Colleges campus in Novato,

which are .within one half mile of transit routes; Terra Linda High

School in San Rafael, also within one half mile of transit; and the

Golden Gate Theological.Seminary in Strawberry. Terra Linda High

School and the Golden Gate Theological Seminary are better served

by the proposed future route system. Discussions are also under way

to provide transit service to the Indian Valley Colleges.



Marin County has very few concentrations of low income

population. Low income areas were designated by using average

income data from traffic zone analysis. These areas were shown

to have a concentration of low income residents: 41) Ignacio

Boulevard at the junction of Highway 101; (2) Hamilton Air Force

Base residential areas; and (3) Marin City. Each of these areas

is currently served by transit..

Marin County.is expected to experience a growth rate,in

the next ten years that will add-20, 000 more dwelling units to the

existing housing stock. Much of this growth will be in developed
p

areas, with the result that existing densities will increase but few

need areas will be developed. Where existing developed areas are

served by transit, the higher density will mean that the level of

transit service may have to be increased but that no additional

route coverage will be required. Additional route coverage will be

required in areas where the density of development exceeds three

dwelling units per. acre. These areas are listed as follows:

II

171
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Dwelling Unit Density
Area (Units' per acre)

Novato:
San Marin Drive area 3-6
Residential areas northwest

of AthertOn Avenue 3-6
Route 37, east of Novato Creek 6-9

San Rafael:
Marinwood - St. Vincent's area 3-6
East Canal area 3-12
Peacock Gap 3

In most cases this growth has been anticipated by the

Marin County Transit District and routes have been extended in

proposed transit plans to account for expanded transit needs.

Route extensions are shown in dotted lines in Figures 4, 5, .and 6

on pages 149-151..
ezi

Expressed Needs of Transit Riders

155

An expreAsion of attitudes from existing transit riders

was obtained from written comments provided by the February 1975

on board ridership survey. These comments are of limited

usefulness in making inferences about the needs of the total transit

ridership because the sample included only those riders who

volunteered to comment. However, the comments indicate which

'needs are most strongly felt to exist bay the vocal minority of riders.

17?2
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-Rider comments .are summarized below by type of response

in the following categories: routes, schedules, transfers, cost,

and equipment and facilities. The Most frequently-mentioned types

of responses are listed first.

In the route response category, users mentioned in equal

proportion the need for: more direct routing between points;

?e tended routes to provide greater coverage; and new routes. .

Scheduling received the highest- number of responses from

riders.' In order of frequency of comment, the following types of

response were received: the need for weekend service; the need for

evening or late evening service; more frequent service; more

convenient arrival and departure times (primarily received for,

routes 1 and 20, presumably from students at the College of Marin);

and express service.

By far .the largest number of respondents expressed a

need for lower fares for students. This response rate is attributable

to the high proportion of students (40 percent) using local public

transit. Several comments were also made .bout the high cost of

transit in general.

1:7 3
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The difficulty of making good connections between bus

157

,routes received the next highest proportion of comments. Riders

complained that: the amount of time buses wait at transfer locations
.

is too short; buses miss scheduled transfers; and schedules should

be adjusted to make transfers Ross ible at all route junctions.'

Riders mentioned the need for: bus shelters at various

locations; improved.signing on buges indicating route,information on
...

the inside of the bus and the route name on the rear of the bus;

clearer route maps; and routes a

Special Transit Needs

d schedules-poked at bus stops.

Low mobility is typically associated with theyoung, the

elderly, and the handicapped. 'These groups are regarded as

having a greater need for public transit because alternative modes

of transportation are not available to them. In Marin County, in

addition to the needs of the handicapped and senior citizens, two

other needs were identified: medical transportation and student

transportation.

Access to medical services is recognized as a nee -1 for

both the elderly and the young'.

174
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Student transportation is regarded As a need in educational,

institutisOns -without programs for providing home to school transpor-

tation. This need is pakticularly great in community colleges and

in private or parochial schools.,

Indoor Sports, Inc. of Marin County, a nonprofit group

4organized for the benefit of the handicapped population, estimated

that 510 persons are confined to wheelchairs in Marin County. This

figure was prepared from records made available by the California --

Department of Rehabilitation and the 'Veterans' Administration, and'

is a'conservative.estimate because the records do not account for

the entire wheelchair population. Transportation services specifically

adapted to the needs of this group are, limited to a. van equipped with

a wheelchair lift owned by Indoor Sports, and operated by the Marin

Senior Cpordinating Council as part of the Whistle Stop Wheels

program, Transportation to two activities per week is provided by
3

thi'S arrangement. No facilities are provided by,GGBHTD for the

physically handicapped.

Indoor Sports, Inc. is currently engaged in efforts to

increase the transportation services capable of being used by

persons in wheelchairs. A state class action stilt h'as been filed on

175
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behalf of the Marin County handicapped population to require that

all new transit equipment piaced'in service to the general public, be

equipped with facilities for wheelchair use. a

159

Transportation is provided specifically for senior citizens ,

by the Whistle Stop Wheels program of the Marin Senior Coordinating

Council. Service is provided to senior citizen clubs, recreation

centers, and residence centers on a contractual ba.sis. In addition

to shoppingr, recreational, and social service trips, Whistle Stop

Wheels operates a "Meals ,on Wheels" program for indigent senior

citizens.

The "shopper shuttle" serves six low income housing

developments, each for half a day. The following residential

\developments are included:,

Novato -- Casa Nova

Terra Linda -

Santa Venetia

Mill Valley --

- Golden Hinde

-- Venetia 0&k.s

Kruger Pines, Homestead Terrace

Kentfield -- Priory,
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Scheduled trips are furnished to shopping centers and

recreation centers on a dailAtasis, and nonscheduled transportation

is provided to community services and local agencies on a demand

scheduled basis.

During 1974, a total of 28,850 trips were furnished to
9,

cie

senior citizens under the Whistle, Stop Wheels program.

The Volunteer Bureau of Marin-orrates a transportation

progiam for medical needs in conjunction with the Whistle Stop

Wheels program.' Transportation i furnished tO persons in medic

therapy programs who are unable to provide their own transportation.

The service is primarily aimed at the needs of children, but all age

groups are served when schedules and vehicle resources permit.

Service is provided through referrals by clinics and agencies, so

that the need for transportation can be verified.

Vehicles are made available by the Marin Senior Coordinating

Council. The Volunteer Bureau provides volunteer drivers and

employs two dispatchers to operate a telephone switchboard and

arrange transportation schedules. In addition, volunteers drive for,
the Volunteexi Bureau using their own cars.

177
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The Volunteer Bureau tran sportation program .was

developed as a stopgap,measure to serve an unfilled need. The

'rapid increase,./ size and sop that the program has experienced
.

is viewed liy the Volunteer Bureau as a mixed blessing. The

dithensions of need for medical transportation are large and the

VolUnteer Bureau recognizes Shat 'the need has only been partially.

filled'. However, the progra:m lias become institutionalized to the

point where the buread is locked into a progia'm for which it was.-
O a.

not originally organized.

Travel for the student population Apf Marin County has two

dimensions: the need for transpoKtation to non,school activities;

and the need for transportation to educational-institutions which

have no provision home to school transportation.

_,,The first need applies to the schdol population of all ages.

Even when school district bussing is available for students in

elementary schools and high schools, transpoitation :Is provided

between home and school only, aiyi'studen,ts must rely on the public

transit system or on parents or frlerkls for transportations Parents

of younger children often find themselves in the role ofiafternoon
I

chauffeurs because of the lack of alternAtive means of travel. High

178.
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school and college students without cars must also rely On public

transit, family or friends for transportation.

The second, and more difficult, problem is transportation

to and from school for students attending institutions withOut special

.transportation facilities. This problem is experienced largely, but
7

not exclusively, by college students who are mainly dependent on

pdblic transportation for home to school travel. Two areas of needs

were identified in this regard: Needs of students at the College of
o.

Marin and Indian Valley Colleges campuses of the Marin Community

College District; and needs of students at private institutions.

The majority of students at the College. of Marin must ;:ely

on GGBHTD to go to and from classes. The college has a daytime
,population of 6, 000-7, 000 students with a capacity of 1,532 parking

spaces on campus. Parking costs $10 per semester and spaces are

not assigned, so a student cannot be assured of finding,a space.

Many students share rides; however, other means of travel are

limited: Hitchhiking is practiced by a considerable number of students

but is discouraged by the college.

1 9
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Students relying on GGBHTD buses for service to and from

'the College of Marin cite two basic needs regarding the level of

service provided: more convenient schedules; and a lower fare for
. -

students.

Classes at the College of Marin begin at ten minutes after

the hour and end on the hour. Bus arrival and departure times at

five minutes after the hour would be ideal. in terms of allowing

walking time between the bus stop and classes, and in serving

arriving and departing students equally well. However, existing

bus schedules do not offer this convenience.

' Arrival times of routes 1 and 20, which provide direct

service to College of Marin on College Avenue, are at twenty-'one

minutes and fifty-one minutes after" the hour in the northbound

direction. This schedule permits an eleven or nineteen minute

walking time before class starts and a similar period after classes

finish.

The degree to which schedules can be adjusted is limited

by the requirement that transfers between lines at junction locations

be convenient. Shifting schedules on route 1 and 20 forward or

fl

l_30
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backward could reduce the operating latitude presently allowed,

buses making scheduled transfers.

Prior to 1974 a discount fare of $. 15 was available to

students. This practice was discontinued and the fare raised to

$. 35 due to increased transit operating costs and the need for

additional revenue. However, the MCTD recentlyreinstated the

student discount, permitting studc-d.,3 to ride for $.25, effective

January 1, 1976.

A new campus, Indian Valley Colleges in Novato, opened

in September 1975. The new facility is located several blocks

west of thee bus-stop and has only one access road. There is a

large parking a r Ea that will accommodate approximately 940 cars

at .the entrance of the campus. There will be a service road

ringing the campus, but it will not be open to the public. At the

entrance to thp campus there will be a bus turnaround as well as

a sheltered pickup area. Another bus turnaround has been provided

for future use on tie west side of the campus on the main entry road.
,

Student access to the colleges will be along pedestrian routes.

181



The college district is working with the county to establish

additional access to the college campus but it is not known at this

time what that will be. It is also not known whether GGBHTD will _

run buses into the campus proper. Projections for the Indian Valley

Colleges campus indicate that the existing enrollment will significantly

increase with the opening of the new campus. It is anticipated that

this increased enrollment will come from the increasing population

in the Novato area and also from students transferring from the

College of Marin who live closer to the Indian ValleycColleges.

Marin County has a considerable number of private

educational institutions. These range from institutions of higher
.

education, such as Dominican College iri San Rafael, to high schools

(e. g. Marin Catholic High School) and elementary schools.

Many of these, establishments have partial or complete

transportation'programs for students attending them. For example,

Marin Country Day School-1.n Tiburon and San Domenico School in
q.

San Anselmo both operate,buses for hom,e to school transportation.

Most schools depend, in part, on'pu. blic transportation to

provide students with transportation to school. Marin Catholic

182 CI
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High School, Dominican College, and San Domenico School are all

located close enough to transit routes to permit convenient transit

travel. :The Independent Learning School in Corte Madera relies
oa

heavily on public transit, requiring that students able to use transit

to travel to and from school do so. The school is located at the

southern terminus of GGBHTD Route 21 and depends on this route

to provide for the transportation needs of its students.

183
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10. CONSOLIDATION. ALTERNATIVES

Consolidation of transportation operations is typically

undertaken when two types of conditions apply: situations where

redundant services are being provided, and situations where

economics of scale could be achieved if smaller operations merged

as a single larger unit. A single objective is achieved in both cases:.

the combined operation becomes more cost effective. These

situations exist in every type of service industry, and are not

limited to transportation. The education field, for example, has

_experienced a significant number of school system consolidations.

Consolidation is an external method' of achieving a. higher

level of cost effectiveness. It is accomplished by merging two

independent systems. Providing that the goals and operatioris of

both systems are reasonably similar the merger can be carried

out successfully.

Improvements..in the management of transportation systems-

to increase cost`effectiveness can be made. For example, cost

reductions in school bus parts and equipment are available to all

public agencies through a statewide purchasing agreement. Reductions

184
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in fuel prices can also be obtained by direct bulk purchasing or

by agreements with other local public agencies that obtain bulk

fuel deliveries.

Consolidation of school tfansportation,programs is usually

the result of a consolidation ofJwo or more schocil systems into a
.\\

unified district. However, two cases were investigated where\
consolidation was conducted independently of other school districts'

operation: the Nevada County Bus Pool and the Placer County Bus'

Nevada County Bus Pool
o

The Nevada County Bus Pool is a joint powers agreement

betwben the Nevada Union High School District and five elementary

school districts. The agreement provides for the joint furnishing

0

of school transportation services under a shared cost arrangement.
4:1

Each district pays according to a.formula that is based o,n vehicle

miles traveled, the district's contribution of equipment to the bus

pool, and the district's tax base. State reimbursement for transpor-

tation expenses is handled separalely by each district.

1 85
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The bus pool was developed to eliminate the duplication of

routes operated,by the high school and elementary school districts.

Impetus for the creation of the bus pool came from an elementary

school district where bus operations had to be canceled because

of high costs. A promise of the joint powers agreement was that

a consolidated system would require fewer buses and in turn would

reduce the cost of service to member school districts.

$

The bus pool appears to have demonstrated the value of

°consolidation to local schoolo,districts. After the system ha!d been

in operAion for a year, a fifth elementary school district joined

. the four original members of the joint powers agreement.

Bus operating costs have increased under the consolidated

system. Operating-eosts increased $,.11vper,mile during the first

year and'an additional $, 11 per mile the second year, as shown below:
0

Year Cost per Mile

1972 - 1973

1973 - 1974

1974 - 1975

136

$. 55

.$.66 (Bus Pool)

$.77 (Bus Pool)
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The Nevada County Bus Pool attributes a major portion of this cost.

increase.to inflation and consideis consolidation to be a relatively

minor component of the increase. Although the joint powers

agreement established the highest driver's wage rate as the standard

rate for the bus pool, this stipulation did not_ result in higher driver

costs because total driving hours were reduced under the consolidated

operation. An additional expense was incurred by moving maintenance

operations to the Nevada (..,ountY public works facility. However, this

expense was partially offset by economies achieved by maintaining .

a larger number of buseS, 'particularly in the areas of mechanical,

maintenance and body maintenance. Discounts on tires, fuel, and

spare parts Were 'obtained. These also contributed to a reduction

in operating costs, although similar discounts could have been

obtained without consolidation.

The establishment of the positi6n of superintendent of

transportation, with support staff, added-significantly to the

administrative cost of the bus po,ol. 'There were also nonmonetary

costs in the form of schedule adjustments by participating school

districts. Schedule changes of as much as fifteen to thirty minutes

were necessary to plan the consolidated bus system schedule.
O

0
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In sumhiation, the bus. pool has resulted in both costs and

benefits. The principal benefits are an improved maintenance

program, more efficient routing and scheduling, and a single

administrative office for transportation. The costs are principally

nonmonetary, in the form of changes to school schedules. The

actual cost-is unclear because of the effects of inflation, but it is

apparent that total costs per mile have not declined during the'first-
r-

tw o years of the bus' pool and may even have increased slightly.

Placer County Bus Pool

The Placer County Bus Pool was initiated by the failure

of an elementary school district to obtain a tax override to purcha'se
,

new buses. As a result of this failure and in anticipation of similar

resultsin subsequent elections, nine-chool districts joined together'

in a feasibility study to determine the implications of consolidating

school bus operations-.

A basic feature of Placer County school transportation

is that high school bus routes nearly duplicate bus routes of

elementary school districts. Hence, the objective Of the study was

to determine how a single route system could serve both types of

.

1:8-8
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school districts. Four ground rules were established at the outset

of the, study: all personnel would be retained; major bug routes

should not be -altered; pupils must be delivered to school within

thirty minutes of starting times; and no school sched le changes

greater than, thirty minutes should be required.

A consolidated routing and scheduling system was prepared

for the high school district and two elementary school districtg.

, To date, the consolidated system, has significantly reduced the cost

of school bus operations. A preconsolidation transportation budget

of' $200, 000 was reduced by $50,000f.under the new system. In

1973-74, before the plan went into effect, cost per mile ranged from

$.97 to.$1.27. In 1974-7-5aftex consolidation, the, cost per mile was

$1.12.
4.4

Mileage was cut from 600 miles Per day to 300 miles per

day, which was made possible by the elimination of former route

overlap's.

a The. Placer County Bus Pool has experienced two problems

with consolidation: storage of buses and-replacement of older,

equipment. The increase in fleet size required larger storage areas

189
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thar before, but bus pool official's are negotiating for financial

assistance to construct a combined storage and maintenance facilitg.
t

In addition, the bus pool members are atter/Spting to obtain "newly

formed district" status with the (state department of education to

enable them to trade in old and outmoded buses for newer buses on
.

a. five to one basis.
0

Summary of the Nevada County and Placer County Bus Pools

Both school bus systems had a,single basic, feature in

common: they were independently providing bussing over the same
a

area for the high school-and elementary school districts. This

condition of duplicated services offered considerable opport nitie's

for increased efficiency simply by coordinating planning c routes

and schedules; elimination\,of tlieRraPication was a major contribution

to the savings accrued in each system.

n comparison, economies resulting fr)om an increase in

the scale of the maintenance operation in Nevada County were

relatively small_
(1

Major c'osts were incurred in both counties' bus poor

programs of a monetary and.nonmonetary nature: a supervisory

Or"
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4 staff was required to administer the operation; expanded, storage

and maintenance facilities were required; driver wages increased
. , 4

174

to a level commensurate with the highest wages in any participating

school district./ and school bus routes were changed.
3 7

On the benefit side, significant cost reductions were

experienced by Placer County. (The same experience was not

shared by Nevada County, where cost appears to have increased.)

Improved-maintenance of buses and mdr%ffective administration ,

were also results of consolidation,

Potential for Consolidation in Marin County

rTo some extent the scho,o1 ransportation problems
if

experiened ij Nevt.da. and Pacer counties also hold true in Marin:

tax override; increases have been consistently defeated; several

school distridts are on the verge of abandoning school bussing; and

widespread interest exists in consolidation as a method of reducing

costs. Hower, Marin County is significititfy different from

Nevad and P acer counties in terms of the °conditions that foster

consolida School transportation is structured.in different ways

throughout the county. A wide variation exists in transportation
o

1,91
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costs among school distri4ts. Rural districts experience different

problems from districts In'.the urbanized portion of the county.

The result is that only six of the fifteen schoo,1 districts providing

,home to school transportation are regarded as candidates for

consolidation.

The duplication of elementary and high school routes that

make consolidation practical Gn Nevada and Place:: counties exists

in only onecase in Marin Cou. ty. San Rafael School District

operates buses for high school students in the Dixie School District

over routes similar to those along4which Dixie provides pupil

transportation: Both the high school and the elementary schools

are located within the Dixie' School District bussing area.

Other districts that have high schools, Novato and Shoreline,

are unified school districts and already jointly operat elementary

and, high school transportation program's. The largest high school

district, Tamdalpais Union High School District, does not operate

home to school transportation except for aSpecial service to Marin

City students.

192
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It is reasonable to assume that school districts in proximity

to each other might be candidates for transportation consolidation

even if the route overlap feature does not pertain. The proximity

of such districts would allow a minimum of time lost in deadheading

between districts. For school districts located in relatively densely

populated southeastern Marin County, this would be appropriate.

`these are: Dixie, Fairfax, Kentfield, Larkspur, Mill Valley, Reed

Union, San Anselmo, San Rafael, and Sausalito. However, school

districts in outlying areas would accrue considerable driver time

and vehicle "mileage in deadhead trips under consolidation. This

would occur particularly when the same buses were providing

bussing in two districts. ,Moreover, it would also occur to some

extent if bus fleets operated independently but were jointly maintained

under a consolidated maintenance program. School districts where

this situation applies are: Bolinasl-Stinson Union, Lagunitas, Novato

Unified, and Shoreline Unified.

Moreover, these school district transportation programs

are among the least costly in Marin County, suggesting that consolida-

tion would have little justification financially, particularly if these

programs were merged with more costly systems.
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The Nevada and Placer counties' bus pool experiences

demonstrate that consolidation requires expanded `maintenance and

storage facilities. Mainl'enance in particular must be handled in a

centralized shop to take advantage of economies associated with

fulltime,maintenance and repair personnel.

Ma.rin County at the present time only three of the four

biggest school district operated transportation programs have

maintenance facilities. Two- of these are located in rural districts.

Shoreline Unified, which operates fourteen buses, and Novato Unified,

which, operates sixteen buses are both located outside the "preferred"

consolidation area in southeastern Marin. San Rafael has a maintenance

facility, capable of handling fifteen buses and, although this is in a

centralized location in southeastern Mdrin, the district is currently

operating to capacity and would therefore not be capable of handling

additional buses. The fourth major transportation operator, the Marin

County Schools Office, contracts for-all maintenance and repair work

for its thirty -six vans.

A further alternative would be the repair and maintenance

facilities of GGBHTD in San Rafael. However, GGBHTD operates

diesel transit coaches exclusively and would have to acquire additional

194
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equipment and manpower to handle the diverse types and sizes of -

school bus vehicles operating in Marin County. Also, the wage

rate of GGBHTD mechanics is approximately $6. 60 per hour, which

is at least $2. 00 par hour higher than the wagerate of the school

district mechanics. Maintenance and repair costs could be expected

to increase sharply if GGBHTD facilities were used. As this study

was nearing completion, an additional maintenance alternative

developed. The Marin County Department of Public Works is
CS

currently looking into the need to expand county garage facilities,

possibly furnishing the opportunity to combine county and school

, district vehicle repair and maintenance programs.

In addition to the\problet.n of available maintenance and

repair facilities, several school 'districts do not own their school

buses and would have to rely on other districts provide vehicles.

Fairfax, Kentfield, Larkspur, and Re.ed Union provide school

bussing under contract with a private vendor and are reasonably

satisfied with the present quality of service. Moreciver, these

districts provide bussing at less cost than most other districts in

the county,, so that in financial terms consolidation would be of

questionable benefit.
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Since route overlap was not found to exist to atiy significant

degree, with the exception of the duplication of San Rafael routes in

the Dixie S.Chool District, a second approach Co consolidation Was

investigated: the concept that reductions in the unit cost of

transportation might be achieved if the size of the transportation

operations were increased,

To test.this scale economy hypothesis, the larger school

districts' transportation systems were examined to determine

whether scale economics haveresulted from the size of these

operations. If unit costs in a given budget category were significantly

lower than those of other cltricts in the same category, that cost

was used as the noi-m for a consolidated operation of the same size

or larger.

Development of Alternatives

Three alternative,s were developed to demonstrate the

feasibility of consolidation.,as a cost reduction measure for Marin

County school transportation systems. The first alternatitir'e, a

full consolidation of six school transportation systems, shows the

impact of large scale consolidation in terms of cost to each school
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district. The second alternative uses the experience of contracted

bus services to demonstrate the cost reductions that could be

achieved if bus services were operated under contract. The third

alternative is the consolidation of San Rafael's Terra Linda High

School bussing with that of the Dixie School District.

Full Consolidation. This alternative was prepared to

demonstrate the implication's of large scale consolidation. The

school districts included were Dixie, Lagunita's, Mill Valley, San

Anselmo, 'San Rafael, and Sausalito. These school districts have
4

o

the following, characteristics in common: general geographic

proximity; district owned buses.; higher than average costs pe'r

mile; and the maintenance reources-of a large school districtt4,

(San Rafael).

The consolidation program incorporates cost components

of the transportation operation such as fuel, insurance, drivers, and

administration, but does not incorporate bus routes and schedules.

Bus routes and schedules wereViat consolidated because

only two districts, Dikie and San Rafael, exhibit the route oveflap

characteristics that make route consolidation practicaL Route

1 97



"consolidation between these two districts is treated as a Separate

alternative. The second reason is that consolidation of routes and

schedules among school districts with geographically separate

systems would require major changes in school hours if the same

buses were to make home to school trips in two Or more districts.

Were such a concept to be advanced as a means of increasing the
.

efficiency of school transportation systems, a simpler alternative

would be to reduce the number of buses, adjust school schedules

in each school district, and forego consolidation.

181

Equipment costs of the consolidated transportation program

are presented for each school district in Table 34., Costs were

computed on.a per mile basis, using rates from Table '25 on page 106.

Criteria and assumptions for setting rates areas follows:

1. Drivers are a key cost component of the transpor-

tation program and incremental variations in driver cost per mile

have a major impact on total cost. Moreover, driver costs on a

per mile basis are subject to the variability not only of wage ra,<es

but of productivity as well. Because of the uncertainty associated

with driver costs, this component was approached parafenetrically.
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The Dixie School Diserict's driver per mile rate of $. 80 was

selected as a high parameter because it represents both a high

wage rate ($4.2545.25 per hour) and an efficiently planned

routing system. ,If consolidation were undertaken, it is reasonable

to assume that wage rates would be set equivalent to the highest in

the district, similar to elle-Placer County and Nevada County bus

pools. The low parameter uses existing driver cost per mile fOr

each school district.

2: The Dixie and Mill Valley rate of $. 09 per mile

was selected as a base.. figure for gas, oil, and lubrication. This

figure is higher than that of a'farge system luch as Novato' ($. 07)

but lower tha-nSafiRa sys-tem($. 10)w-he-re--bulk puEa sing and

tax rebates p.re utilized.

3.

6

A rate of $. 02 per mile was selected, based on the
9

experience of Novato and several other school districts, for tires'

and tubes.

4. -Maintenance and repair parameters were established

to reflect the race of two major bus systems: Novato ($. 22 per mile)

and San Rafael. ($. 32 per mile).

200



5. The'$. 02 cost per mile of Novato's bus system was

used as an insurance rate. It is acknowledged that insurance rates
c4

are more sensitive to'-risk factors than to fleet size and mileage.

However, other school districts in the county experience similar
.insurance costs per'rrn1Q, suggesting that this figure is a.

representative one.

6. The cost of administration was set at $.09 per mile.,

matching the experience of San afael. This is a conservative

."

184.

figure, recognizing that the rate for Novato is $. 07 per mile and '

that some districts operate" at even lower rates. However, the

$. 09 rate appears to be reasonably accurate when measured against

thesalaryaer-h.e.a-dc_dsts__a_s_socia;_ted with a =la age hu =sues
1 4}

Costs could be reduced by 9 percent in the consolidated

transportation program if the rates for drivers and maintenance

were set at existing levels and $. 22 per mile, respectively. This

is demonstrated by the cost .summary in Table 35. In effect, eacheffect,

transportation sYstem would be operating with the same wage rates

that currently exist and cost reductions would occur in nondriver

cost compoAnts. If the higher driver wage rate but the lower

201



A

TATIkt35 , A

FULL CONSOLIDATION ALTERNATIVE
Cost Variation by Cost Catedoryi

COST EXISTING CONSOLIDATED
CATEGORY COST ,COST

--.

...

Drivers 236 , 931 236,9312
307,3473

Gas, Oilapd 37,811 34,577
Lubrication

,

Tires & Tubes ., 12,950 '7,684

Maintenande 6., 111,353 ' 84,5204
Repair 3 122,9395

Insurance r4,939 7,684

Itimirii-Spatibri- 29,478 34,, 578

Other 3,2836
.:- t

-..

Total $4,46,745 $405,974
444,393

.., .

476,390
514,802

IS .

1(: PERCENTAGE
' VARIATION

r.. .

+300:

'73 8%

-41%

-24%
+10%

-49%

+17%

,

- 9%
1%

+ 7%
+15%

1. Based on 1973-1974 Transportation Budget

2. @ existing cost per mile rate

3. @ $.80 cost ;per mile rate

4. @ $.22 cost per mile rate

5. @ $.32 cost per mile rate

6. Mill Valley contracted. services
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ti

maintenance cost of $. 22 per mile were used,, e Tesult.would be a

1 percent costreduction., If the higher maintenance cost..figure
4.0a

- .

were used with either driver-cost, the consolidated transportation0- g

prOgram wouldb,e more .costly than the existing 'systems.

A major problem demonstrated by Table 35 is that

admihistratiille xcosts would increase by 17 percent in a consolidatedok,

transportation sys.tem. However, the $34, 000 cist of aaministcring

the consolidated program is not unrealistic tftit is as.qt.ftned that

fulltime administrative personnel would be required. The cost of
Ai.a transpQrtation supervisor is $12, 000-$15, OM and the additional

a

-cost-of a dispatcher, clerical staff, and overhead expenses would

constitute the balance ,of the $34,0100 cost.
M1

xa

Given the reasonableness of the consolidated administrative

cost, the root 'Cause of the cost increase appears to be in the
Q

underi.eporting of existing administrative costs. The Mill Valley

SchooI,Pikerict, for example, currently.administers its entire

school transportation program for $. 01 per operating mile. This

rate,,is fully $. 06 below Novato, a large bus system, and $. 04 below

-Lagunitas, a relatively small bus system, suggesting that the Mill

Valley rate is artificially slow compared with other school- districts.
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187

A review of school transportation budgets was undertaken

to ascertain if costs were correctly reported. The review was

limited to resources available, the state J-141 form, and surveys
.

and interviews conciacted with each school district. The conclusion

was that cost data was correct insofar as it was reported. However,

differences In accounting methods, which had been recognized

previously, may be the ,major cause of discrepancies in transportation

cost rates.

The impact of the consolidation alternative would be to

reduce costs to all school districts but one, providing that eXisting

wage rates and ,lower maintenance'costs were employed; as illustr,atea

in Table 36. The one 'exception is Mill Valley, where total transporta-

tion costs increase. The major contributing factor to the increase

appearS to be Mill Valley's unusually low existing administrativ`'e

cost.

When the higher wage and the higher maintenance costs

are used, costs increase in all school districts except Dixie.

The tiost significant result of the full consolidation alternative

is that only 'a 9. 9 -percent re,cliection in transportation Costs is achieved,
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even under favorable conditions of low casts. When higher rates

are assumed, the consolidation shows a net gain of 15 percent over

existing systems.

Aside fr6m the inconsistencies 'in school district cost

.accounting methods mentioned above, the major reason for the low

margin of savings appears to be that greater economy of operation

cannot be achieved by simply increasing the scale of operation.

Small school bus systems reveal rates on a per mile basis similar

to the rates of larger districts, suggesting that the concept of
A

scale economics is not wholly applicable to school bus systems in

Marin County. Per mile rates for Bolinas-Stinson, Lagunitas,

Novato-, and San Rafael reported in Table 25 illustrate this point.

The Bolinas-Stinson Union'School District's two bus system shows
5

.a maintenance and repair rate of $. 06 per mile. In contrast, two

larger systems -- Novato and San Rafael -- have maintenance and

repair rates of S. 22 per mile and $.3? per mile respectively.

Lagunitas, which has only three buses, maintains and repairs its

fleet at the same cost per mile as Novato. The major factor that

is responsible for this reversal of normal cost trends is that

overhead costs offset the economies that wouldnormallytThe achieved
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by increasing the scale of operation. Smaller school di'stricts that

maintain their own fleets, such as Bolinas-StinSon, do not have

large overhead costs. Others such as Lagunitas, that contract

out maintenance and repair, appear to obtain such savings at

relatively low cost because of a high level of community support

for and contribution to school activities.

A major drawback of the full consolidation alternative is

that no provision is made for maintenance and repair facilities.

None of the participating school districts has the capacity for

maintaining the vehicles of all six districts. It is assumed that

maintenance facilities would have to be constructed at avconsiderable

capital cost_to the school districts or that an (xisting facility, "Such

as San Rafael's., would have to be expanded. The outlay required

for a maintenance facility would offset the savings achieved by

consolidation.

Contract Services% The school districts in Marin County

that, provide school transportation through an independent contractor

,pay an average cost of $. 94 per mile for bus service. This rate is

well below the average per mile costs of the six school disti-icts

included in the full consolidation alternative (Dixie, Lagunitas,

20
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Mill Valley, San Anse lmo, San.Rafael, and Sausalito). If these

school districts were able to contract for services at the current

rate of $. 94 per mile, instead of providing their own bussing,

transportation costs would significantly decline.

The cost of home to school transportation under existing

rates and under contract rates is presented in Table 37. Total

costs are reduced between 8 percent and 42 percent under the

consolidated program. The total reduction for all six school

districts is 17 percent.

.

In financial terms, this alternative offers considerable

advantages. However; several factors must be considered in

implementing it, including: availability of buses from bus

contractors; contract rates; stability of contract rates; and existing .

school facilities.

Nine buses are currently provided for school transportation

by. Mark IV School Bus Services in Marin County. 'The addition of

the six above Mentioned school districts would increase the number

of buses by thirty. It is questionable whether Mark IV could or

would provide that many additional buses without -a long term service
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contract. Other major suppliers exist in the bay area however,

and under competitive bidding, further resources could probably

be acquired.

a
For the contract alternative to produce the 17 percent

reduction in transportation costs, cost of service rates equivalent

to the four existing contracts must be provided. competitive

bidding for service generally increases the likelihood of lower

rates. However, the problems associated with acquiring thirty

buses may-tend to drive rates higher.

Most bus service contracts contain a cost escalation

clause that protects the vendor fromjncurring losses if operating

costs increase, particularlv drivers' wages and most recently the
. .

cost of gasoline. School districts may'find that cost savings

disappear if the vendor must exercise the escalation clause of the

contract. It is possible that a.' significant increase in the number of

school districts contracting for school bus services might encourage

labor unions to take,a more active role in school transportation, thus

leading-to an increase in driver wage rates.

2,1

O
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School districts with investments in buses, drivers, and

maintenance equipment would have to find a satisfactory disposition'

,,for their resoxrces if transportation were to be contracted. One

alternative for disposing of buses would be to temporarily lease

them to the contractor so that the school district would still own

and could rebuild its ,own transportation operation should the service

contract expire.

Dixie-San Rafael Consolidation. The Dixie School District°

is the single case in Marin County where two school districts operate

separate, bus systems within the same area. Dixie transports pupils

to seven elementary schools and two middle schools with a fleet of

four buses. San Rafael carries high school students to Terra Linda

High School on five buses. Approximately two miles of bus routes

are served by. both school districts. Consolidation would elitninate

the overlap and would reduce the total cosc of pupil transportation
Y.in the area.

Consolidation could be accomplished most efficiently if

Dixie provided"services to its own schools plus the Terra Linda

High School. San Rafael now, must deadhead buses to the Dixie

School District to transport high scilool students. Dixie's buses

a
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are stored in the district and are equidistant from most

neighborhood bussing areas.

However, consolidating services would add 500 students

o Dixie's bussing load. Data from Table 20 on page 94 shows Dixie

buses operating at a median occupancy of 53 percent, indicating that

sorrte spare capacity is available, but scheduling and routing

requirements may limit the degree to which space can be used.

Up to two additionatrias in the morning and afternoon would be

required if all trips were to be handled by Dixie. These trips could

be accomplished prior )o elementary school runs in the morning

because the Terra, Linda High SchoOl starts before schools in the

Dixie School_School District. In the afternoon, the dismissal time would

have to be arranged to enable buses to serve all school trips.

Because of the difficulty Of rescheduling liotirs,_a_

consolidation plan was developed that reduces driver and maintenance

costs rather than consolidating bus routes and schedules. The plan

provides for: maintenance and repair of Dixie buses at'San Rafael

maintenance rates;, elimination of deadhead mileage between San

lafael. and Dixie; and basigg buses for,the San Rafael's.Terra Linda

bussing program in the Dixie School District.
-Jo
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Four levels of cost reduction are provided under the plan

196

as shown in Table 38. Costs are based on per mile rates presented

in Table 25 on page 106.

Plan A: San Rafael buses used for Terra Linda High School

students would be housed in Dixie and driven by Dixie drivers.

Driver costs- under this plan would rise $4, 900 because of Dixie's

higher wage 'late. However, elimination of deadhead mileage

between San Rafael and Dixie would save $8, 900, producing a net

saving to San Rafael of $4, 000.

Plan-13-:----Plan-E-rs-s-irni-lar--to--Plan -A with-the differ.ence

that San Rafael buses would be driven by. San Rafael personnel. At

the lower wage rate San Rafael would accrue a cost saving of

approximately $8, 900 in its Terra Linda operation.
9

Plan C:. Under this plan Dixie school buses would be

maintained by San Rafael School District. The lower costs permitted

by this plan would yield a saving of $3,700.

Plan, D: This plan'provides for both operation and

maintenance of Dixie bases by San Rafael School District. Savings

in driver and maintenance costs accrue because of the difference in

If
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TABLE 38

TRANSPORTATION COST SAVINGS UNDER
SAN RAFAEL -- DIXIE CONSOLIDATION ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE
DRIVER COSTS SERVICE AREAS TOTAL

Savings in San
Rafael's Terra
Linda Service

Saving to
Dixie High
School District

Dixie Drivers (Plan A) (Plan C)

$ 4,000 $ 3,700 $ 7,700

San Rafael
Drivers (Plan B) (Plan D)

$ '8,900 $13,000 $21,900

214
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wage rats between the two school districts. The result is a

reduction of $13, 000 in Dixie's transportation costs.

In sum, the implementation of these four consolidation

plans would produce cost reductions in school transportation

ranging from a minimum of $3, 700 for a- single school district to

a maximum of $22, 000 for both sc4io.ol. districts.- San Rafael, with
o

a budget of $191, 000, would save 2 percent of transportation costs

under Plan A and 5 percent under Plan B. Dixie School District,
r

with a budget of $44, 400, would save 8 percent under Plan C and

30 percent under Plan D.

These plan options provide for a.level of cost reduction

equivalent to the degree of commitment between th,e two school

districts. The implications of each plan in order of increasing

risk associated with implementation are as follows:

1. Plan C provides maintenance Of Dixie buses by

----San Rafael. The plan assumes that Safi Rafael has"the capacity in

its maintenance program to accommodate four additional buses.

It also assumes that Dixie is willing to relinquish its own bus

maintenance program which is part of the school district's overall

equipment maintenance program.

Q..
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4., Plan D requires the highest level of commitment

to consolidation. Dixie contracts with San Rafael to provide bussing,

using the buses of either school district. Dixie must satisfactorily

1.99

2. Plan B bases San Rafael buses in Dixie and staffs

them with San Rafael drivers. The plan assumes that bus storage

can be provided by Dixie and that San Rafael can permanently assign

four to rive buses to the Terra Linda service.

3. Plan A bases San Rafa.el buses in Dixie and provides

DiXie drivers. The plan wo\ild require that Dixie hire° additional

drivers and that .a satisfactory arrangement be made for Dixie to

operate San Rafael buses. In addition, San Rafael would be assigning

buses permanently to the Terra Linda service, as in Plan B.

resolve the reassignment of school district drivers and management

of the bus maintenance program, and must.negotiate an agreement

for the use of the district's buses by San Rafael.

The DiNxie-San Rafael consolidatiou alternative offers-the

best opportunity .for achieving reductions in transportation costs

with .a minimum of risk and for demonstrating the value of

transportation system consolidation. A clear justification for

216
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consolidation can be found in the duplication of the 'existing services.

Both school districts will benefit from consolidation -- San Rafael

through the reduction in deadheading costs to the Dixie School

District and Dixie through the favorable cost of servicerates

obtainable from San Rafael. Each of the four consolidation options

which were identified reduces transportation costs; selecti,on of one

option requires the specific costs and benefits to be weighed., e

Large scale consolidation of- school tram portation systems

is not recommended. The analysis of the full onsolidation alternative

as well as findings from data acquired and discussed in previous

chapters indicate that consolidation will not reduce transportation

costs or improve the level of service. The reasons are summarized

briefly as follows:

1. The major reasuii fr)r consolidating transportation

systems, overlapping roues and service areas, is found in only

two school districts in Marin County.

2. Economics of scale do not apply.- Small school

transportation systems can operate at costs equal to or.lower than

large school districts.

0
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3. Maintehance facilities for a large consolidated

system are not available arid the cost of constructing a centrali\-zed

'maintenance facility would r.epult in short term net deficits for a

consolidated operation.
t

4. . In the lOng term; the groWth of public transit will

provide a higher proportion of home to school travel; enabling some

school districts to phase But of the transportation business.

Growth of school transportation into a large scale

operationin Maiin County will tend to'.push costs up, particularly

in the area'of driver -wage-rates.

Contracting school transportation appears to offer a

significant potential beribfit in terms of reduce& costs. There are

several uncertainties involved, including: basic cost of service;

cost escalation; and existing schoo,1 district equipi-nent and personnel.

On a small scale, contracted services appear to offers considerable

savings fore some school districts.

Several school districts have one or tWO unusually high
e -

operating cost component's .that inflate the, total cost of.the 'transportation
N

, a

program1( \n many cases, tax advantages and state purchring.carn

218
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substantially reduce operating costs. Two areas where cost and

reductions can be obtained aie fuel and spare parts.
14"

School districts are exempt from the federal gasoline

tax of $. 04 per gallon. Fuel purchases made at retail pumps are

reimbursable for the federal tax if application is-made through' the

retail gasoline dealer or the oil company. School districts rri'ust

pay state taxes on gasoline, including the $. 07 per gallon flat rate

tax and the 6 percent sales tax.

Reductions in price are possible with bulk purchasing,.of

fuel. Typical discounts are $. 12 per gallon for bulk deliveries to

550 gallon tanks and ,17..5 for "truck and trailer" deliveries to

10, 000 gallon tanks." Noi'mally, 550 gallon tanks' are the minimum

size,required for a. discount on bulk delivery. School districts that
. -

cannot j-ustiefy the capital cost of a gasoline tank ,or have a tank of

"less than 550 gallon capacity can take advantage. 61..the pr iTce

differential by purchaSing from local municipalities that have large

storage tanks. Provided that accounting procedures agreeaiDle to

both parties can be arranged, this allows the school district to

obtainl. 12 to $.17 per gallon, saving on gasoline without paying . for.

a storage tank.

219
I
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The following districts currently purchase fuel at retail

sale s outlets.: Bolinas -Stinson, Fairfax, Kentfield, La gunita s ,

Larkspur, Reed, and San Anselmo.

The state makes available to all school' districts its

purchasing power under a cooperative purchasing arrangement that

applies to all types of material and supplies,.,including vehicle parts

and equipment. The state publishes a quarterly booklet listing items
ty

that are offered under, competitive bid. TheSe include. vehicle parts

such as tires and tube's, air cleaners, oil filters, and other

maintenance items. Competitive bidding enables, these parts to be

sold at 40 percent below the 20 percent net discount price typically

available to school districts from dealers.

, Good management techniques can also help reduce costs,

arid frequently a knowledge of the experience.of other school districts

can provide the needed information. The Mai-in County Schools Office

processes school transportation cost reports ar state reimbursement

allotment's and could act as a clearinghouse for infOrmation about .

school transportation.

22O
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11. COMBINATION POTENTIAL

The analysis of combination potential was conducted on a

generalized basis' to identify the maximum potential that exists

for combined service. This approach is not intended to provide

precise costs and/or savings but to identify those areas where

combination-ISmost feasible. Because of-the generalizations used,,

the cost savings shown are the maximum attainable under ideal
..#

conditions N,-/hich are unlikely to be fully realized.6

The existing local transit system, discussed in Chapter 8,

serves rinostof the developed areas of eastern Marin County. Of

the total twenty-one 'school districts, only the following school

districts in west Marin and northwest Marin are not served by
S

regularly scheduled routes: Bolinas-Stinson, Laguna, Lagunitas,

Lincoln, Nicasio, Shoreline, and Union.

Combination Under Existing Transit System

The percentage of students who cduld be diverted from

school buses to public transit is shown in Table 39. This percentage

is derived from estimates of the route coverage and level of service

provided by the transit system in each school, district. Factors

221
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2o6

Ncere develOped to provide a general measure of the transit linkage

between residential areas and schools where school transportation

is now provided: Obviously these,linkages will be less optimum

than assumed by the calculations but they are probably indicative

of the relative potential for use of public transit in each school

district.
V

The number of pupils who are within walking distance of

transit service was determined by calculating the number of bus

stops within the quartei 'mile of transit routes. Each bus stop was

assumed to have an'equal proportion of the pupils presently bussed r.

and the sum of pupils at these stops was considered to be a
O

reasonable estimate of total students within transit coverage. The

procedure assumes that pupils Using bus stops located a quarter mile

away from transit may have to walk an additional distance to home.

Other pupils will be- closer than a quarter mile.

O

All elementary schools within a quarter mile of transit
, , ,routes and all junior high and high schools within a half mile were

. .

identified to produce a percentage.of total schools in each district

with transit coverage. r"

2 2 3
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Convenience is defined-as a bus arrival within thirty

minutes of school starting.a,nd dismissal times.°' Starting and

dismissal times at. all schools in the district were summed and

the number of times with convenient transit connections were

represented as a percentage of the sum. For-example, a district

with four different starting and dismissal times,at each .of four

schools would have a potential of-sixteen transit connections.

The process was simplified by assuming that all transit routes

wish thirty minute headways, would be able to provide convenient

linkages in both directions. It is assumed that walking ,tim. e would

be compensated by making minor modifications to starting and

dismissal times.

The friction factor adjusts the transit potential percentage

downward to account for the inconvenience of 16..ving to transfer

?between transit routes (i.e., 'friction" in the free. movement of

trahsit patrons). Transfers are estimated to reduce patronage by

10 percent; The 10 percent redUction is applied to school districts

with two or more transit routes avai able for home to school,

travel.,

224
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Transit' potential is the product of the'preceding four

factors and indicates the percentage of students currently bussed

by the school district who could be diverted to transit under these'

idealized conditions.

The ability of local transit to transport pupils who are

now bussed ranges from 0 to 100 percent. The lack of any transit

potential in Bolinas-Stinson Union, Lagunitas, and Shoreline

Unified School Districts is explained by the absence of conveniently'

scheduled loc 1 service in each district. Of the two di'str'icts with

'400 percent potential, Tamalpais Union falls into this category

because the Special Golden Gdte Bridge, highway., and Transportation

District routes serving the school district are by/definition public

transit routes. Kentfield is the Only other school district in'the

county where every student presently bussed could conveniently

take transit to school.

Poor transit coverage in outlying areas of the districts

accounts for much of the low transit potential. For example, Dixie
C

has no service in Lucas Valley; Mill Valley has no service in the



hill areas; and San Rafael does not have service on Pt. San Pedro

Red.
eiv

Poor. coverage Of schools reduces Mill Valley's transit

:potential even further. Mill Valley has several schools situated

well south of Miller Avenue that are inaccessible to transit.

Lack of conveniently scheduled transit contributes to a

low transit potential in, San Rafael. Route 21-provides service to

Santa Venetia schools on sixty minute heaoways, substantially

reduCing the number of school§ that can be conveniently served.

The result is a transit potential of only 9 percent, a paradox for

a district with the most important transit junction (Fourth and

Heatherton streets) in Marin County.

Route modifications could be made to increase the

percentage of pupils able to 'isa public transit. However, the cost

of such modifications is me6.sured in terms'of both potential

passenger revenue and revision of schedules and transfer points.

The cost of these. modifications may, outweigh thb benefits attained

froth additional pdpil patronage, depending 'Onothe value assigned to
."

each modifiCation. Potential route extensions to reach4the pupil

226
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population are: (1) Route 50 on Atherton Avenue (Novato);

(2) Route 1 on Olive Avenue (Novato); and (3) Route 21 on Paradise

Drive and Trestle Glen Boulevard (Reed).

The maximum theoretical ,saving i.i school transportation

costs achieved by diverting pupils to public transit was determined

by estimating the number of buses eliminated by the diversion.

diversion curve (see Fi-gure 7) was developed to show,the

A

correspondence between pupil reductions and bus reductions. The

resultamtsreduction in bus fleet size and the savings associated.with

the reduction is presehted in. Tabless40.

ti

The diversion curve assumes that a one for one
6

correspondence between pupil reductions,and bus reductions is

_achievable only under optimum conditions, For example, a loss '

of sixty-six pupils would not normally correspond to the elimination

of a sixty-six passenger bus (100 percent load factor assumed)

because bf the scattered locations in which the "'pupil reductions

would occur.

.The. most probable relationship between pupil reductions

and bus reductions is a one bus lag in reductibn potential. For

example, a ten bus system could conveniently drop a bus after a

227
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20 percent reduction in pupil patronage, and a second bus after a

0.*30 percent reduction, and so on. For a two bus system, a 75 percent a

reduction in pupil patronage would have to be achieved before on'e

bus could be eliminated. Rerodt.ing of thp remaining fleet would
. .

pr obably be .requir ed.

Three alternatives were analyzed to show possible combination

potentia.t.

Alternative System I

' The reduction in school bus fleet size shown in Figure 7 is

one alternative to the existing school transportation system, achievable
z

by the diversion of pupils to public transit. The cost savings are based

on the assumption that each schooLbus costs a proportionate share of

the traTsportation budget. Scale economies are assumed not to exist

in school district bus operations.

Alternative System I produces a total theoretical saving in

school transportation costs of $87, 'Phis saving applies to home

to school tra.nsportation,costs, which are proportionate to the product

of the total annual home to school miles and the average cost per mile

for all district bus mileage.

2 '3 U.

r.
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This assumes also that unused capacity exists on the

affected public transit service. If commensurate public transit

capacity must be added, the higher unit costs of public transit

service over school transit would reduce Elie indicated savings. It

must also be noted that the cost of transportation would be shifted

from the schools to the pupils at the current $. 35 fare rate. The

1, 884 pupils switching to public transit would incur a fare cost of

over $1, 300 per day or $230, 000 for the school year. In order for

combination to be a reasonable alternative in comparison to the

savings realized, round trip fares would have to be reduced to

$'. 25 or less.

The proposed local transit system for Marin County is

shown in Figure 8. This system substantially increases the

geographic coverage and level of service offered by the present
T

system. The proposed system brings,transit to eight. communities

that are pr.esently unserved and provides full day scheduled service

to an additional, ten communities now served only intermittently.
4

Transit will be within' walking distance of 67 percent of Marin Cdunty

residences, in, contrast to the present 45 percent. All weekday

service' will operate from 6:30 a. m. to 10:30 p.m. , with A it most

I

231
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FIGURE, 8

PROPOSED LOCAL TRANSIT'
SERVICE

To Inverness
& Pt. Ryes

23-. Route number

1123= Route Terminal



9

14. .,

thirty minute headway between ,buses, which incre'ase's the'extent

to which home to school fransport;tion cah be provideiii. :Service
:.

to the,high schools- in the.Tamalpais Union High
..

School District is
, ..

assumed to continue in the present form.

216

The same procedure used in the analysis of existing transit,

to determine the number of pupils' transit can 'serve was also employed

in the analysis of the pr'oposed system 'as shown in Tabfe 41.

Some school districts expe-.ience substantial gains in.

transit service. Trangit capability for pupil transportation increases

from 12 percent to 78 percent in Dixie and from'14 percent to 59

percent in San Anse lmo. In Novato, transit poteiitia"1 increase.,s from

23 per'dent to 48 percent. Mostof these increases are attributable to

route extensions, particularly in areas presently served only by

school'transporfation.

Minor route modifications Should be considered in'twoi school

districts to serve the maximum number of pupils. In Larkspur,

Magnolia Avenue should have service between Ddherty Drive and

Tamalpais Drive. Tamalpais Drive"; alike-wise, should have service
Al

between Magnolia Avenue and.the Highway 101 interchange. Proposed

233
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Route 1 could be diverted along these streets with only a slight

increase in mileage and time.

hi the Reed Union School District, Route 19,should be

extended to Route -11 via Trestl Glen Boulevard, so pupils in the

Paradise Cay area. can ride transit to elementary and junior high

schools in the southern part of the Tiburon peninsula.

Alternative System II

,

The theoretical cost Savings, produced by pupils using the

proposed public transit system are presented in Table 42. The

diversion of pupils to transit and the resultant savings comprise

Alternative System II. In relative terms, more than half of the

pupils now bussed by school districts could be.carried on the prbposed

transit system. The potential savings of $269, 015 achieved by the

reduction in school buses represents 24 percent of the present cost

of home to school transportation, or 22 percent of the total schOol

transportation budget.

The capability of the proposed system to'accommodate pupil

patronage should be significantly greater than in the existing system

due to the high frequency of service and the number of routes' available.

235
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It is assumed that the Tamalpais Union High School_District

routes would continue to operate in the proposed system. However,

if these routes are 'discontinued, high school pupils would have to°

utilizehe basic local route system between home and school.
,

Approximately fifty students would be without transit ;services as a

result and an alternative bussing plan for these students is presented

as follows.

Some of these students travel from Nicasio, some from

li-na-sa-n-d-StinsOn Beach, and a few from Sausalito. The major
a.

objective is to provide alternative transportation for the Bolinas;

Stinson 13-eaoh, and Nicasio pupils. It is proposed that'Bolinas-Stinson,

Lagunitas, and Mill Valley school districts be contracted with to bus

students to the nearest available transit service or directly to school.

Bolinas-Stinson and Mill Valley would split the transportation between

Bolinas and Tamalpais High School, with Bolinas- Stinson furnishing

twelve miles at the current rate of $,.70 per mile and Mill Valley

furnishing four miles at the rate of $.89_per mile. AssuMing four

trips per day for each district, the total cost would be $8, 500 annually.

The same type of contractual arrangement would be made

with Lagunitas School District, except that students would be bussed

9 I)0

I

0
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to Sir Francis Drake. Boulevard in San Geronimo to transfer to

Route 65 services or to the Route 23 terminus in Fairfax. 77he cost

,of this service annually would be approximately $5, 000 at the present

Lagunitas.per mile operating cost of $1. 19.

Together these measures would proyide alternatives for all

Tamalpais Union High School District pupils presently furnished with

special CtpldenGateB-r-id-ge;--111.11Tr.ansportation District
4

-service. The cost to the district would be approximately, $13, 500,

resulting in.a saving of $21, 500 from the present cost of $35, 000.

Augrnente&System

The augmented system addresses the potential for using

school tra7portationsystems as a vehicle for providing transit in

areas where transit is clearly not feasible at the present time. The

augmented syStem specifically addresses the question of demand

responsive service. The ability of`demand responsive transit to

fulfill travel needs that cannot be served by the proposed fixed route

transit system is recognized and the operating characteristics and

equipment resources of the school districts are regarded ,as an

appropriate base,structure for the system.
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Table 43 presents the available buses and estimated_

patronage for demand responsive transit in each school district.

Patronage was determined by using`a percentage of total

district population as the estimated daily ridership. Normally
,

1 percent df the population is regarded as a conservative .estimate

of daily'patronar-e in areas without extensive fixed route transit
42

.6
service. However, a more conservative factor of .33 percent was

used due to the extensive fixed route transit service 'provided by

the proposed transit system. The factor was applied to 1975 dwelling
z

units in each district, assuming an average ratio of 2. 9 persons per

dwelling unit.

Although school transportation systems provide a viable

baS*e on which to build demand responsive service, operating

- responsibility could be assigned in a number of different ways. One

option is for school districts to provide the administrative peronnel

and facilities required for demand responsive service. Another

6 Arrillaga, Bert. and Mouchahoir, G. E. "Demand-Responsive
Transportation System. Planning Guidelines," (Washington,D. C. :,
Mitre Corp. , April 1, 1974).
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TABLE 43

AUGMENTED SYSTEM FLEET
RESOURCES AND ESTIMATED PATRONAGE

SCHOOL
DISTRICT'

AVAILABLE.°
- BUSES

PATRONAGE
-@ 3% OF TOTAL
DWELLING UNITS

11-solinas-

Stinson 2 ,r 18
,

.Lagunita$', 3

.

.

.

_

30

Shoreline 14 n 42

ALL DISTRICTS . 19 90

.C1

3

-1"
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option is the Whistle Stop Wheels program. which, currently has

dispatching facilities and administrative personnel. ;A thir'd

operation is School Bus. Service (Mark IV, Bus Lines) which furnishes

transportation to four school districts. Bus operating rates for each;

of these alternatives have been considered in determining the.? cost of

the service (Table .44); however, no estimate has been made of

capital cost for radios or krehicle purchases.

calendar.

The projected level of service is based on the school

Public transit service would be furnished on weekdays

during the school year from 9:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.'m. and from

4:00 p. m. to 6:00 enabling school transportation to be

furnished: from 7:00 a: m, to 9:00 a. rn, and from 2:00 p.m. to

4,:00 p. m. The net number of available demand responsive service

hour's is assumed to be four, -due to the fact that split sessions and

other school district transportation activities require buses for three--

hdurs in midday:

The net cost of demand responsive service is estimated to

be a maximum of $277,000, based on a minimum fare of $.,25 per

trip. The net cost per passenger with this fare structure is ,$,14.35.
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This cost is extremely high compared to other, demand responsive

transit systems. It is unlikely that the'cost of the augmented

system could be justified as a transit expenditure even with the

demand responsive feature.

. Summary of Alternative Systems Costs

The total cost of each alternative system. is presented in

Table 45.. School district transportation costs are based on 1973-74

budgets and include all transportation activities, including field' trips

and other non home to school transportation. The cost of Marin

County Schobls Office transportation is also included.

The cost of the existing-transit'system is exclusive of the

out of cket cost to users. The figures shown are 1375-76 estimates

of the Marin County Transit. District/transportation budget, including e,

subsidization of GGBHTD local service, planning and administration,

and support to\the Whistle Stop Wheels program.

\\'
The propo sed transit system costs reflect the 1975c-76

\operating budget as estimated by the MCTD. Special service to the

Tamalpais Union High School District is not included in this budget.
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12. OPERATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

The analysis of transit accessibility at trip ends carried

out in theforegoing analysis, was`carried a stela further by examining
9

,,spedific transit linkages between residential.neighborhoods and

schools.- Existing transit routes were evaluated in terms ,of their
4ID

correspondence with school transportation route networks.

Alternate routings and new routings were considered if the needs

of both pupils and the general public, could be conveniently served.

Nine alternatives were developed for discussion" with the

Technical Advisory Committee. These alternatives are grouped

into three classificatfons and are shown in Figure 9: alternatives,

which use existing transit service without changes to routes or

schedules, alternatives which require 'modifications to existing

transit, service, and alternatives vihfch...require. the development of
9 -

service. Where klterriatives were based on existing transit service,

iischedules were prepared to s ow the correspondence between school
..-.--

0 , .

transportation service' and transit service'.

The scope of service was defined for each alternative and,

an order of magratude cost, estiiiiated, where applicable. The

2'15
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allocation of costs to school. districts coulcrnot be determined

without more detailed development of the alternatives, hence only,

total costs'are shown.

The alternatives are listed as follows and mapped in

,Figure 9. Each altern4.tive contains a description and Lunt factor.

(1) Bolinas-Stinson Demand Responsive Transit;

(I) San Geronimo Valley TransitLa.gunitas;

T J3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

Kentfield;

(7)

(8)

(9)

Modification of Transit Route 27--San Anselrno;

Dixie Transit;

New Transit Route from Santa Venetia to PeacOck Gap;

Improved Transit Service between. Tiburon and

Service for Marin City High School Students;

Service for Marin City Elementary School Students; and

Service for Kentfield Middle School Students.

Alternative 1: Bolinas-Stinson Demand Responsive Transit
o

The Bolinas-Stinson area does not currently have transit

service but the need for some type of public transportation is

recognized by both the local community and the Marin County Transit

District. The objective of this alternative is to examine the establishment

247
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of local transit' in the Bolinas-Stinson area and the assumption

4

that providing school transportation in conjunction with public

transportation will enable better, service to be provided at less

cost than a system serving the general public alone.

A mids:ze bus of the'transcoach type5or similar

configuration would substitute for one of the two Bolinas7Stinson

school buses during school hours'and would serve -the general
f.

Gp,ublic.during the remainder of the day. During schoor hours both

horfig to school transportation and field trips would be prOyided.

During non school hours the bus ixould provide demand responsive

-service to the community and scheduled trips to Mill Valley.

The estimated total cost for this type of transit operation

over a 176 day school year is as follows:

Capital Cost of Bus $33, 000

Cost of Radio Dispatching Equipment 2, 000

Annual Bus Operating Cost

@ 100 miles per weekday

@ $1.61 per mile 28, 336

Annual Cost of Dispatcher

-Total Cost

sz-

248
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,Alternative 2: San Geronimo Valley TransitLa.gunitas

This alternative initiates transit for the San Geronimo

Valley. The backbone of the- operation, is an extension of Golden

Gate Bridg', Highway, and Transportation-District Route 23 that

now operates between San Rafael and Fairfax. Adding one bus to

,this route would allow direct1 ervice to be provided to the San

Geronimo Valley at sixty minute intervals. This bus would serve

the home to school transportation needs in its circuit of the valley,

following a route nearly identical to local school bus routes.

A second bus would provide home to school transportation

.during school hours and provide specialized transportation during

non school hours. The Specialized,service could take a number of

forms, depending on the specific target group, equipment required,

and time available.- The following options ,,are proposed:

1. Express trips to clinics and hospitals in east

Marin allowing direct access to these facilities for both valley

residents and residents en route.

2. Express trips to shopping centers in San Rafael and

vicinity, targeted specifically at senior citizens. .,'Could be combined

with No. 1 above.
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3. Trips beginning and ending in, San Geronimo Valley

and linking major activity centers in east central Marin have two-

objectives: to provide conve4ent access to these centers for valley

residents (incorporating Nos. 1 and 2 above); and to provide more

direct service than offered by existing routes. An important feature

of the.-projectwill be to evaluate Whether direct transit linkage to

these services substantially increases use of the transit system' by

transit dependents.

Costs were estimated as follows:

500 daily operating miles
@ $1.61 per mile $800

$800 @ 176 school days $140, 800 annual cost

Alterna.tive 3: Modificatipn of Transit Route_ 27--Sari Anselmo

The service. area of GGBHTD Route' 27 includes most of

'the San Anselrno School District and the route location corresponds

closely with the routes of San Anselmo school buses.
.

alternative provides forthe coordination of school schedules and

This

transit schedules so that transit can conveniently serve horne7to

school travel. It is designed to replace one of the two school buses

currently operated by the school district.
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Modifications to Route. 27 schedules necessary to

accommodate school travel needs would expand the 9:00'a. m. to

4:00 p, m. operatifig day for Route 27 an additional hour, requiring

some additional expense, as follows:"

Existing Cost $65, g14

Proposed Annual Cost $70, 431

Difference $ 5,217

Alternative 4: Dixie Transit

The Dixie School District operates many school bus trips

over major arteries, such as Las Gallinas Avenue,. Freita'S Parkway,

Miller Creek Road, and Lucas Valley Road, as shown in Table 46.

Transit opera.tion.over a similar route between lower Lucas Valley

and Terra Linda could serve both school travel needs and community

travel needs. This alternative provides for the modification of

GGI3HTD .Koute '27 or the development of a new feeder route operating

exclusively in the Dixie School District with three buses. The service

would potentially replace between one and two of Dixie's four school

.buses and would demonstr"ate the feasibility of using home. to school

pupil travel patterns as a major, determinant in alignment of a new

transit route.
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Estimated costs for three buses are as follows:

3 buses @ 180 daily miles = 540 miles per day

540 miles @ $1.61 per mile = $869 per day

176 school days @ $869 $153:000

Alternative 5: New Transit Route from Santa Venetia to
-
Peacock Gap

This alternative reestablishes a transit route in San Rafael

that was discontinued several years ago: from Santa Venetia through

the downtown area and.,along Pt. San Pedro.Road to Peacock Gap..

The route has potential for serving Santa Venetia Middle School

pupils who live in the vicinity of. Pt., San Pedro Road and San Rafael

High School students who live in Peacock Gap and in Santa Venetia.

Currently Sari Rafael School District operates nine school buses

along this route to serve both schools. Rerouting GGBHTD Route 21

to Peacock Gap from Sari Rafael and increasing frequency and hours

of service would provide an alternative to large scale school bussing.

Costs`were estimated for basic' service at thirty minute

headways and eight additional school trips as follows:
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48 trips @10 miles = 480 miles per day

480 miles @ 176 days = 85, 000 annual miles

85, 000 miles $1. 61: = $135,000

8 school runs

total Cost

$37, 000

$172, 000

237

Alternative 6: Improved Transit Service Between Tiburon and Kentfield

ur-trans-i-t-r-oute_s_pr-ovide partial-1oca-12ser_vide

between. Tiburon and Kentfield: Route 5, Route 10, Route\21, and

Route 45 (Tarnalpais Union High School District service). However,

none of these routes serve the six schools that exist in the three

school districtg en route. Cursory analysis demonstrates that minor

adjustments to school schedules would enable pupils attending these'

schools to ride transit. The result would be the elimination '.of two

school buses. A logical source of transit service would be

to extend Route 21 frOrn ,east Corte Madera to Tiburon and expand

both the frequency of service and the service day. Route 45 w'oulde

to four

be eliminated. No cost was estimated.
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Alternative 7: Service for Marin City High School Students

Marin City students attending Redwood High School and

Tamalpais High School are provided with home to school transportation

by the Tamalpais Union High School District under contract with Marin

City Transit at a cost of $25, 000 annually.'' Golde Gate Bridge,

Highway, and Transportation District buses operate on the same

routes as Marin City Transit. Tamalpais High School is easily

accessible without a transfer and Redwood High School requires one

transfer. These tripewould be slightly less convenient than the

existing school bus service, as shown by the schedule comparison in

Table 47. However, even if students were reimbursed for each transit

trip at the $. 35 fare, the high school district could save $8, 300 annually.

Marin City Transit county contract $25, 000

140 pupils @ $. 70 per day @ 176 days

Difference

$17, 300

$ 8, 300

Alternative 8: Service for Marin City Elementary School Students

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transporta4on District

busies operate frequently on Route 10 between Marin City and Sausalito,

as shown in Table 47. This service could provide an alteynative-to

Orr(--00
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the school buses operated by the Sa.usalito School District. School

Children would have to walk slightly farther from Marin City

apartment units and from Sausalito schoolS to use GGBH'TD buses

and it is uncertain whether Sausalito would realize any savings in
\-

bussing costs. No cost was estimated.

AlternatiVe ervice for Kentfield Middle, School Students

Tlie aria. sts 6f-cvnTbinatiou p u 9 on page--205-)

showed that Kentfield is better served by transit than any school

Mlarin'County. When specific transit routes ih the school

district were examined, opportunities were found for bussing

Gr'eenbrae students and Kentfield Middle Schc9ol students by transit, as

shown in Table 48. Whether this alternative would enable Kehtfield to

reduce bussingtcosts is uncertain.

O

Nocost was estimated.

ti



it

T
A

B
L

E
 4

8

G
O

L
D

E
N

 G
A

T
E

 B
R

ID
G

E
, H

IG
H

W
A

Y
,' 

N
D

T
R

A
N

SP
O

R
T

A
T

IO
N

 D
IS

T
R

IC
T

 S
E

R
V

fC
E

A
V

A
IL

A
B

L
E

 T
O

 P
U

PI
L

S 
IN

 K
E

N
T

FI
Fe

L
D

 S
C

H
O

O
L

 D
IS

T
R

IC
T

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
;
 
B
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
G
r
e
e
n
b
r
a
e

a
n
d
 
K
e
n
t
 
M
i
d
d
l
e
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
v
i
a

S
i
r
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
 
D
r
a
k
e
 
B
o
u
l
e
v
a
r
d

A
M

PM

R
t
.
l

R
t
.
l

R
t
.
l

R
t
.
4
7

R
t
1
.
1

R
t
.
4
7

R
t
.
l

7
:
4
6

(
8
:
0
5
)

.
8
:
1
6

8
:
2
0

(
8
:
2
5
)

3
:

4
3
:
3
5

(
3
:
4
5
)

(
4
:
0
5
)

(
4
:
0
5
)

4
:
0
4

G
r
e
e
n
b
r
a
e

S
c
h
o
o
l

7
:
1
6

(
7
:
4
5
)

(
7
:
4
5
)

K
e
n
t

M
i
d
d
l
e
-

,
.
7
:
2
1

(
7
:
5
5
)

(
7
:
5
5
)

S
c
h
o
o
l

F
J

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
l
B
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
E
o
n
 
A
i
r

R
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
G
r
e
e
n
b
r
a
e
 
S
c
h
o
o
l

6
-

V
i
a
 
S
i
r
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
 
D
r
a
k
e
 
'
B
o
u
l
e
v
a
r
d

7
:
5
1

(
8
:
1
5
)
.

8
:
2
1

8
:
2
5

(
8
:
3
5
)

3
:
2
9

3
:
3
0

(
3
:
3
5
)

(
3
:
5
5
)

(
3
:
5
5
)

3
:
5
9

R
t
.
l

B
o
n
 
A
i
r
 
R
o
a
d

8
:
0
2

(
8
'
:
0
5
)

G
r
e
e
n
b
r
a
e
 
S
c
h
o
o
l

8
:
0
4

(
8
:
1
0
)

PM

*
T
i
m
e
s
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
h
e
s
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
K
e
n
t
f
i
e
l
d

R
t
.
l

R
t
.
l

(
2
:
1
0
)

,
2
:
1
8

(
3
:
2
0
)

3
:
1
8

(
2
:
0
5
)

2
:
1
6

(
1
:
1
5
)

3
:
1
6

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
.
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
.



242-

13. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

A major aim ofthis study wars to develop'a demonstration

project to test the feasibility of,alternatitransportation systems.

This process required developin'g a workable plan fOr the demonstration
-`project includingselection of demonstration alternative's, congultation

with effected school districts, investigation of diemonstration project

funding sources; and preparation of detailed prOject proposals.

Selection of Alternatives

The objective establiMied for the demonstration project

at the outset of the study was to test consolidation or combination

as a means of making school and public transportation systems more

cost effective. The objectives listed on page 18 would be used to

evaluate the feasibility of the project.

. :;. %

Alternatives developed during the course.ofthe practicurri
i, .:

,

(presented in chapters 10 and 12) were evaluated a's.;candidate...s for

the demonstralion project. The prime criterion for selection was

that, the demonstration be comprehensive enough to allow the results

to be applied to the entire county.

2 5 9
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Consolidatibn alternatives were rejected as candidates

because of limited'appliCation to other school districts. The

Dixie and San Rafael consolidation proposal is unique and cannot be

applied elsewhere in the county. The large scale consolidation

alternatives are not expected to produce long term net benefits for'

the participating school diltricts.

Combination alternatives have a wider application to Marin
t,

County. Each of the nine alternatives presented in Chapter 12 is a

potential demonstration prdject for testing the Cost effectiveness of

combined transportation Systems. Three alternatives could be

implemented without funding assistance: alternatives 7, "8, and 9.

These alternatives utilize surplus capacity in existing public transit

routes to provide school transportZtion and would provide an effective

demonstration of combined`systems. However, the high level of

transit service in the demonstration areas is not foilnd throughout
. '

the county, and the demonstrations codld not be genera'lly applied'to

other school districts.

Most schOol districts require varying degrees of improvement

in the level of transit-service to enable a combined system to

effectively provide school transportation. The value of the

1
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demonstration project lies in providing the seed mpney for capital

arid operating assistance over a one year perior' to achieve the

increase in the level of Lransit service. An integral part of the

demonstration project would be to devise procedures for utilizing

savings accrued by the school district to defray the cost of the

service increase. Whether the combined service would continue to

operate without funding assistance subsequent to the demonstration

year would depend on the level of expenditure and the degree to which

school district costs were reduced.

The Technical Advisory Committee met on September'18, 1975

and recommended that two alternatives be selected for the demonstration

project and be expanded into detailed proposals. The.two alternatives

recommended were: Alternative 2: San Geronimo Valley Transit--

Lagunitas; and Alternative 3: Modification of Transit Route 27--

San Anselmo.

6San Geronimo. Valley Transit--Lagunitas

Four factors were involved in the Selection of this alternative.

1.

if transit were provided in the San Geronirno Valley.

Transit and school bus routes would virtually coincide

Ito

261
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2. School schedules exhibit a spread of starting and

dismissal times that could be readily adjusted to correspond with

a transit service operating on thirty minute hea.dways. °

3. All students currently bussed could be carried orb

public transit.

4. The need for transit in the San,Geronimo Valley is

well recognized. Multiple target gr ups would be served, including

elementary school =pupils, high schdol students, college students,

commuters, and the general public

Initiating transit service/ would require an estimated

the above listed$136, 000 during the school year./ However, given

needs and opportunities the plan/ appeared qualified to attract funding

from a variety of sources, including the Marin County Transit District,

the Lagunitas School District, 8. n d federal demonstration grant

programs. Alternative detailed plans were prepared and presented

to the. Lagunitas School District !staff' and board on dctober 1, 1975.

SimultaneouSly, assessment of demonstration funding potential from

the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) was sought.
\

The school board voted to present the plan to the ellommunity for

approval contingent on obtaining favorable endorsement from UMTA.

262
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Four sub-alternatives were developed for the San Geronimo

Valley to provide a range of choices in selecting a final demonstration

project. These alternatives are contained in Appendix XV. A.brief

synopsis of each alternative is presented below:

Alternative A:. Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation

Route 23 Extension provides frequent direct service to east Marin for

valley residents; nb special services; and thirty minute headways.

Alternative B: College of Marin Shuttle provides high level

of service to all College of Marin students en route; does not provide

all school transportation; and sixty minute headways.

Alternative C: San Geronimo Valley^Shuttle provides

exc'ellent service to schools; twenty minute headways; possibility

of special services within valley; and hourly connections with Route 23

in Fairfax.

Alternative D: San Geronimo Valley-College of Marin

Shuttle provides high level of service to College of Marin students;

may not provide all school transportation; and costly.

(,.,i)t)
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In consultation with the Lagunitas School. District, a

variation of sub-alternative "A" was selected for refinement. The

full description of this plan is contained in Appendix XVI. In brief,

the plan provides for an extension of one Route 23 bus, and bases

another bus in the San Geronimo Valley. This approach enables

direct connections to be made to east Marin, but still allows a

versatile operation to be conducted within the San Geronimo Valley.

The valley bus is proposed to operate as a school bus; as a demand

responsive vehicle within the valley; and in service to east Marin

for special travel needs.

It was recognized that GGBHTD should be the -operator of

the system if the demonstration were to apply to other school_ districts

where GGBHTD also operates. Typically GGBHTD policy in

situations where local bus operations are replaced by GGBHTD is to
eit

hire the drivers. For the one year demonstration project, this policy

is helpful in ensuring that schoollbiis drivers would still be available

if the project were not continued at the end of the funding year.

The cost of the San Geronimo Valley Transit alternative

would depend on the specific program adopted. The general estimate

of a total cost of $136, 000 per school year is clearly well beyond the

264
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5

means of the Lagunitas School District and would require funding

support both during and subsequent to a demonstration project. A

detailed breakdown of project cost and anticipated revenues is

presented in Appendix XVI.

Modification of Transit Route 27--San Anse lmo

The correspondence of transit routes and school bus routes

in the San Anse lmo School District indicateda potential for combined

service. More importantly, the school board was considering the

elimination of all school transportation for the 1975-76 year due to

funding shortages. In anticipation of this event, a flyer had been

sent to parents requesting them to identify how their child would
0

travel to school if home to school transportation were not provided.

The detailed combined services plan prepared demonstrated

how public transit could provide home to school transportation for

half the children bussed during the 1974-75 school year. The plan

required modification to school schedules and additional bus trips

on GGBHTD Route 27 within the San Anse lmo School District. The

additional cost was estimated to be $5, 000. The San Anse lmo School.

District could'benefit in \two ways: if bussing were eliminated,

265
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50 percent of the pupils previously bussed would continue to receive

home to school transportation; if bussing were continued, one bus

could be eliminated at a potential saving of $11,000 and the school

district could then subsidize the additional transit service and still

recover $6, 000 in savings.

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District

Route 27 was modified to duplicate in part the route pattern employed

by San Anselmo School District buses. Schools were included in the

route alignment as shown in Figure 10 without making major deviations

in the existing route integrity.

Pupil originS` and destinations were mapped to facilitate the

calculation of maximum loadings on buses, as shown in Table 49.

Only areas currently provided with bussing were included.

More trips were added to Route 27 to accommodate a higher

volume of passengers during peak periods. The result is the explicit

schedule shown in Table 50. Additional bus trips are kept to a

minimum. However the cost is expressed in unequal headways and

unevenly distributed express runs.

2613
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TABLE 50

PROPOSED SAN ANSELMO'SCHOOL SCHEDULES

STARTING TIME. DISMISSAL TIME

SCHOOL Grade Existing Proposed Existing Proposed

Sleepy Hollow 1 - 3 8:55 9:30 2:00 2:35

4 - 5 8:55 9:30 3:10 3:45

1 - 3* 10:05 10:20 3:10 3:35

Brdokside 1 - 3 8:55 9:15 2:00 2:20

4 - 5 8:55 9:115 3:10 3;30

ROUTE 27 PUPIL PATRONAGE BY TRIP:

SCHOOL GRADES
START'
TIME

BUS TRIP
No. PUPILS

DISMISSAL
TIME

BUS TRIP
NO.

Sleepy Hollow . 1 - 3 9:30 am 3 24 2:35.pm 14

4 - 5 9:30 am 3 32 3,5 pm 15

1 - 3* 10:20am 4 24 3:35 pre
u

15

kdgn.* 8:55 am 2 8 11:55am 15

'kdgn.* 12:10pm 5 8 3:10 pm 14

Hidden Valley 6 - 8 8:45 am 24 3:13 pm 14

Brookside 1 - 3 9:15 am 3 21 2:20 pm 13

4 - S 9:15 am 3 14 3:30 pm 14

kdgn.* 8:45 am 2 :7 11:45am 12

kdgn.*
. .

12:15pm 5
s

7 3:15 pm 14

TOTAL 169

* Staggered schedules
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A corresponding change was required in school schedules,

as indicated in Table 50. The largest such change was thirty-five

minutes.

. Pupil patronage was disaggregated by starting and dismissal

times as indicated in Table 50 so that-students could be assigned to

bus trips." Bus loadings were calculated in Table 49 and combined

with exiting patronage from the San Domenico School. Maxim-urn

. loading was seventy, pupils, which exceeds bus capacity. (GGBHTD

policy is to permit fifteen standees in addition to the forty-five seat

passengers, allowing a total load of sixty passengers).

The cost characteristics of the modified system areo

presented in Table 51. Rescheduling buses added only one and a

.half hours (8 percent) to the total service day. Costs increased in

the same proportion, from $65, 000 to $70, 000, requiring an

additionaL.expenditure of approximately $5, 000. Revenues afe

assumed to remain the same.

More than half of the San Anse lmo District's transportation

requirements are met by this plan. It is assumed that a bus and

driver could be withdrawn from service and savings of $11, 000

O

2 70



TABLE 51

COST COMPARISON OF EXISTING (1974-75)
AND PROPOSED ROUTE 27

254:

a

I DAILY OPERATING

.BUS NO.

HOURS

EXISTING PROPOSED
SCHEDULE HRS. SCHEDULE HRS.

1 8:12 a.m.-4:08 p.m. 8 8:05 a.m.-9:27 a.m. 1.5
1,

3:48 p.m.-4:23 p.m. .5
D

8:12 a.m.-4:08. p.m. 7:50 a.m.-4:24 p,.m. 8.5

3 4:08 a.m.-3:43 p.m. 8:00 a.m.-4:00 p.in. 8.0

8:17 a.m.-8:42 p.m. 1

TOTAL 17 18.5

Increase = 18.5 - 17' = 8%

17

II. ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS

EXISTING PROPOSED

Expense $65,214 $70,431

Revenue 22,131 22,131

Deficit $43,083 $48,300

0

Difference = $5,,217

t.

O

-11

a t.
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0

achieved: If these savings were realized; San Anse lmo could

finance the additional GGBHTD cost and save a net $6, 000. Howevear,

the plan assumes no special fare reductions for student bus users

and San Anse lmo pupils would pay approximately $20, 000 in out of

pocket costs to use the system. Added to the, operations cost increase,

this amount brings the total cost to $25, 000, compared with a savings

to the San Anse lmo School District of $11, 000.

The conclusions that can be drawn from this illustration are

as follows:

On a quid pro quo basis-, public transit is more

costly than school,bussing. Even if the additional operations cost of

$5, 000\were not incurred, fare costs would exceed San Anse Imo's;

transportation saving by a margin of $9, 000.

2. Pupil patronageactually costs only $5, 000 in

operationL.1 surcharge, assuming no decrease in existing revenue

passengers as a result of schedule changes and capacity loads.

3. On routes ,'here surplus; capacity is available,
o

diverting pupils from school buses to tra
I

nsit incurs no extra public

costs, even if pupils ride free (assuming no route changes).

2 7 2'



4. If transit service 4raexpanded at a future time,

increased capacities on the transit system should permit more

pupils to ride free at no additional cost to the system.

The California Legislature on August 14, 1975 passed

Senate Bill 220 providing additional revenue to school districts.

a result of increased funding, the San Anselmo School District

reinstituted home to school transportation for the 1975-76 schdol

year. The district will continue to explore the plan 'developed in case

of budget cuts in the 1.976-77 school year.

256 -

The Urban Mass Transportation Administration has verbally

indicated that our project, San Geronimo Valley Transit--Lagunitas,

has low priority in terms of current fe'deral'demonstration programs.

However, no official word has been received at this time.

The Technical Advisory Committee on November 12, 1975

instructed me to continue to- seek funding sources for the project.

It is recognized that the development of an evaluation model

for the demonstration project was one of the major tasks in this

pra.cticum, However, the TAC agreed that this was as far as we

could go at this time. The Committee agreed to work with me in

273*
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developing an evaluation model using the Objectives listed on page 18
P

when funding becomes available.

The prospeclt of enacting,legislationth976 to provide

financial support for a demonstration project will be discussed with

local representatives Assemblyman Mich.el Worndm and Senator
cl. -... . .

Peter Behr. .. .,
, ..

, . , 0- ...

Two types of legislative support are to be explored. A
-

direct appropriation could he authorized, or a temporary chaiige,in

state school transportation reimbur''- sement procedures could be..
,\t4. , .

obtained. Modification of the state reimbursement procedure to enable

school districts to acquire a,fixed transportation allotment ratifier thvi

a variable sum would provide more flexibility in funding transit.

27ii
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14. CONCLUSIONS

School districts are encountering increasing budget pressures

as a result of legislative restrictions on taxing authority, inflation, and

declining enrollment. As a result, school transportation programs are

being eliminated or reduced in scope each year. Therefore, the issue

is not so much whether transportation service can be provided in a

more cost effective manner by school districts or public transit, but

whether transportation will be provided to students at all in the future.

The impact on the student when school transportation is

eliminated can be a severe hardship when the distances are. great and

no other form of transportation is available. There is also a safety

concern, particularly among the-lower grades, when students must

-walk along highway shoulders and cross unprotected intersections

on the way to and from school.

Consolidation

While some potential has been identified for consolidating

routes or maintenance functions between two school districts, there

is no real potential for countywide consolidation. The individual

275
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school districts appear to be making very efficient use of both

equipment and personnel in the service that is currently provided.

Combination

The potential benefits from a combind public transit and

school bus service are numerous.. These include better use of public

me .des since fewer buses and drivers should be required, reduced

financial pressure on school district budgets, and increased

utilization of public transit by school children who would be more

i inclined to carry this practice into their adult behavior. UnfOrtunately,
/

there are major financial, operational, and administrative barriers

that must be overcome in order to utilize these potential benefits.

The information gathered in this practicum has shown that

school bus operations have substantially -lower unit costs than public

transit. For example, the average school district bus system cost

in Marin County for 1971-74 was $. 99 per mile or $. 25 per student

trip. Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation DistriCt's

average cost for Marin County local service is $1. 36 per mile or

$. 59 per patron. The major reasons for these cost differences

*1974-.75- costs. Corresponding figures for 1973-74 are $1. 18 and



are drivers' wages, work rules, and different operational policies.

Public transit drivers receive 50 to 60 percent higher hourly wages

. than school`bus drivers. School bus service is pi.ov'ided primarily

in the morning and'afternoon, often with parttime drivers working

split shifts. Therefore, any shift of school bus patrons to public

0

260

transit has the appearance of increasing costs. The degree to which

costs actually increase is a function of whether additional public

transit routes and buses are added or excess existing capacity is.

used.

From a pragmatic standpoint, it is necessary.to provide

concrete incentives both to school districts and transit operators

to take the risks of initiating programs for public transit to assume

the burden for home to.school transportation. From the schools'

side, the current reimbursement formula used by the state for

transportation subsidies provides little incentive for this risk

taking. Under this formula .a school district such as Lagunitas

that currently 1Las 60 percent or more of their transportation cost

underwritten by the state would lose 60 percent of any savings back

to the state.

.o
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Efforts should be made by local officials through the state

department of education and the legislature to obtain a fixed amount

of transportation mo lies from the state in lieu Of the current sliding

formula used for reimbursement. Such a position would appear to be

in accord with the Serrano-Priest Decision which the legislature is

charged with implementing. Also since the state is currently paying

the transportation monies to the schools it would not cost them

additional monies over what they are now spending.

If this should take place, the advantage to the local public

transit agency is that they would receive the state transportation

monies through the schools by providing regular service that benefits

the students. Providing service exclusively fOr schools does not ha.vie

to be initiated, the local public transit agency does not incur any

increase in costs and it obtains increased patronage and public

support from the school districts.

The peak demands for public tranaand school service occur

at the same time in the morningalthough they are offset somewhat in

the afternoon. The school buses are sized to accommodate high,peak

loads which result in vehicles of sixty to seventy passenger capacity.

278
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'Transit coaches are operating with forty-five to fifty passenger capacity

and a greater number of coaches would be required to provide an

equivalent level of service.

This problem can be circumvented by spreading school

starting times and dismissal times to reduce the peak demand for

school trips. Moreover he school day can be shifted to fit more

precisely into the period of educed demand for public transit

(9:00 a. m. to 4:00 p.m.).

The route structure of the existing public transit school

buses:is also quite different. The relatively few local routes

operated by GGBHTD are rather long and operate at thirty to sixty

minute headway's, School bus routes, particularly for elementary

schools, are short lo6ps that often vary with each :run.

Given the current size and headways of local public-transit

service, the Marin County Transit District does not have the

resources to meet home to school transportation demands. Even

with the expansion proposed by the transit district (and defeated by
.

i
. 7-,"'%the voters) less than 50 percent of the c'apacity needed for school

q

transp6rtation would be available. Substantial additional public

C'
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transit service must therefore be provided before school travel

demand could be met.

The major administrative barriers to providing school

transportation relate to the restrictions placed by the Urban Mass

Transportation Administration on use of federal transit subsidie's,

the state-reimbursement formula, and the-current fare policies

which would shift the financial burden of transportation from the

schools to the student.

263

Under the UM-TA regulations, home to school transportation

can only be provided as part of regular revenue service. If the

studentS pay regular fares, the substitution of public transit for

school transportation would cost students $2, 500, 000 at the $. 35 fare.

If school children were to ride for free, it would also probably be

necessary to allow all children to ride free pe.cause exemption from
'4>

fares could not be applied selectively based on occupation. Such a

policy would require the transit district to absorb a cost bf millions

of dollars per year plus lose revenue from the 40 percent of public

transit patrong in Marin County who are students. Clearly, some

middle ground is required if public transit should provide school

service effectively.

280
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A mechanism is needed to facilitate fare reductions for

youth patrons. Justification for special fa.res can be provided from

three points of view. Youth are generally not employed and therefore

are at an economic disadvantage in purchasing transportation services.

-In the hone to school market the youth is a "captive" and steady

customer who would use transit five days a week. Traditionally,

such frequent users of public transit have been accorded some,,

reduction in fare since they are the backbone of.the transit service.

Finally, the ability to -capture young patzons in the transit system has

general benefits in establishing habit patterns for transit utilization as \

adults. 0

The most common mechanism for providing fare differentials

that meets all three of the above criteria is a commuter pass. This

would allow the purchase of a multi-ride pass for a discounted price.

Such a technique has two advantages for the proposed situation4 It

restricts the reduced fare to ,frequent users who most need the. subsidy,

while charging occasional passengers full fare. It would also provide

a' convenient mechanism for the schools to transfer monies to the

transit district through direct subsidy related to the actual number pf

their pupils who would be benefiting from the transportation service.
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The need for contractual and administrative procedures between

the carrie-r and the school district would also be reduced.

A change in the education code would be required to allow

the schools to use their state aid monies for this purpose without

being penalized for any savings that result. The actions necessary .

to bring this about have been discussed adequately in this report.

In summary, the orientation of public`transit to providing

transportation to school students would provide a higher level'of

transit service to all Marin County residents at a Substantial increase

in cost, both to students and taxpayers. This cost would be borne

priniarily by the taxpayer- due to the subsidies that would be require

However, this is considered to be appropriate and consistent with

the philos'ophy of supporting necessary public services with broad

taxing powers rather than with user charges to the relatively smaller

group using the system at any, point in time.

As a result of this project, the Technical Advisory Committee

has approved recommendations as follows:
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Consolidation:
fl

1. Large scale consolidation of school transportation

systems should be avoided due to the following factors: general

absence of_redundant services; lack of scale economics; insufficient
i

maintenance facilities; long term trend toward public transit; and

risks associated with increasing the size of operation.

2. San Rafael's Terra Linda bussing should be

consolidated with Dixie's transportation program to eliminate the

provision of redundant services in the Dixie School District.

3. The Marin County Schools Office should act as a

clearinghouse for information on county school transportation

operations,. and provide assistance in transportation management

if requested by school distric:ts.

4. Substantial reductions in fuel and spare parts can

be obtained under present county, state, and federal programs and
.

regulations. It is recommended that these cost cutting measures

be implemented .in several school districts.

28
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Combination:

1. Nine alternatives are recommended as candidates

for combining school and public transportation systems. Alternatives

range from those permitting immediate implementation t9, substantial

modifications of the existing transit system.

2. San Anse lmo and Lagunitas school districts are-
. -recommended as sites foroa demonstration project. Modification of

C

existing transit service is recommended at San Anse lmo and initiation

of new service is recommended in Lagunitas..

Legislative: It is recommended that Marin County school

boards, the M-arin County Transit District, and the county board of

supervisors pursue state legislative support for both a change to the

education code state reimbursement formula for transportation
r.

assistance) and a demonstration project to provide increased public

transit service to school students.

As a result of the Serrano-Priest Decision, the state board

of education has developed a proposal that will support 50 percent

of school transportation costs with state monies and provide

281
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mechanisms for the remainder of the funds to be obtained from local.

tax sources. The demonstration projects outlined in this practicum

would provide an opportunity to test procedures for 'ng and

encouraging public transit service for school transportation. The

project should be pursued with both education and transportation

committees of the legislature with the emphasis on maximizing the

transportation benefits for both students and the general public.

Public Transit: The need for expansion of public transit in

Marin County has been recognized and documented by the Marin

County Transit District. Unfortunately the voters of the county have
11*

not been motivated to provide the necessary funds for the proposed

transit expansion. Considering the increasing dependency the

students will have on public transit as more school transportatiOn

service is eliminated, it is recommended that the school district

boards of trustees take an active role in supporting improved transit

service. This should take Alhe form of school board resofutions,

appearances before the Marin County Transit District Board of

Directors, and oublic endorsement of future propositions to provide

tax increases for transit expansion. As a condition to this support,

the Marin County Transit District should include in their goals and

285
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operations plans, an increased level of service to schools in general

.and specifically to those school districts faced with major reductions

in transportation services,

On November. 12, 1975, the Technical Advisory Committee

voted to continue the .work of this project. .TheCommittee pledged

to join with the Marin County Schools Office and the Mar in County

Transit District to find ways of implementing as many as possible Of
aj

the nine alternatives presented.

This practicum has brought together many agencies lo try

to solve a problem perplexing to all, The change in attitude of the

various agencies is immeasurable. It is my opinion that
,

this project

is only a seed to be nurtured.

Recognizing that I was unable to actually implement a pilot

project, this concept of combining services witho'ut a legislative
0

mandate is being accepted by a growing number of the agencies

Involved in this project.

2 8 6
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EPILOGUE

The most important part of this practicum was to bring

about change in the ed'uc.ation community that would reflect improvement

as compared to pr \sent practices. There are many side benefits

already evident as a result of this project.

The most significant changes to date are as follows:

1. Members of the t;chnical Advisory Committee were

instrumental in getting the Marin CO'unty Transit District Board-of

Directors to reduce student fares from $. 35 to $. 25 beginning

January 1, 1976.

o

2. TheSausalito School District is contracting with the

San Rafael School District foi' maintenance of school buses at an

'anticipated savings of $3, 000 per year;

3.
D.

The Dixie School District and the San Rafael School

District have combined a bus run in Lucas Valley that allows the

.,reductibn of one bus routt- for the high school students. Total

savings will be appr `,/ximately $1, 500 per year.
V 0
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4. The Marin Codnty Schools Office has revised the

job description for transportation supervisor. Due to retirement oft

. the present supervisor, the job description for the new director of
s?,)

transportation has,bee changed to an exe pt.management position

with added responsibility of servingas a consultant to school districts..

5. . TheGolden Gate Bf idge, Highway, andTransportation

District and the Marin County Transit District have agreed to a plan

for transit service to Indian Valley Colleges.

The San Rafael School District Bard of Trustees has

. requested the Marin County Committee on School District. Organization

to study the unification of .the Dixie and San Rafael School Disricts.

One of the reasons for study is to eliminate the duplication of services

such as school 'bus transportation.

7. / There will be a joint meeting of the Marin County

School Boards Association and the Board of Directors of the Marin

County Transit District on January 8, 1976. This meeting will be to

E.discus. the alternatives.' developed in the practicum.

1,!
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EXCERPT FROM THE FINAL REPORT OF 'I HE
MARIN COUNTY GRANDJURY,

1973-74 ti

It is recommended that:

16. The Board of Supervisors direct the Sarin. Transit District
to study thc= of incororating tranSportation
.of public school s'tudents within the proposed expanded
intra-county .bus system.

5

17.' The' County Schools Office and the school districts in urban
areas Consider consolidating- e1emei%tsoof public school trans-
portation.systems, especially dispatch. storage, maintenance,
and caPital investment. ,

This committee initiated a three-phase study of
the potential cost's and benefits of combining
the separate bus systems of the various county
.school districts with-the Golden Gate Bridge, High-
141, and Transportatiori District (GGBETD). The first
phase examined the potential- for providing. public
school transportation service with existing GGBHTD -
buses and drivers. The second phase assumed GGBHTD
would acquire necessary 'additional.,,equipment and
drivers to replace the current school service. Both
of these studies resulted in-unfavorable conclusions.;
the proposed system was either not feasibl'e or too
costly.

4

The objective of the third phase was the potential
benefits of an expanded intra-county system that,
would proVide transportation for all public schools
except those operated by the County Schools Office
and.small isolated school districts. Required data.\
could not be obtained or developed in time to allow
the completion of this most important phase of the
study during the tenure of the 1973-74 Grant Jury.

Potential intra-county passengers could be doubled
by including public school students. Most'school

. officials expressed keen interest in this possible
solution to their transportation problem.

This committee wishes to acknowledge the outstanding
cooperation and-support of the County Schools Office
and all school districts in the conduct of this study

292



Analysis of California Educ-altion CodeA
='-- Regarding School Transportation

\
1. Governing Board of a \chool district may provide' pupil transportation.

(E. C. 16801)

2. Governing Boardof any school district ma'y contract for County Superintendent
of Schools to provide pupil transportation. (E. C. 16801. 5)

Example: Nevada County Superintendent of Schools
Mr. Edward Fellersen, Superintendent
Grass Valley, California Tel: (916) 265-2461

Practice.: 'Separate school districts contract with County for pupil
transportation.

Buses remain in title of separate school district but are
operated, serviced and maintained by COurity Superintendent.
Under this sy',tem, school district replacing bus qualifies
fore replacement allowances. °

School districts pay County Superintendent contract fee.

Qualifying school districts-continue to submit-transportation
report to state for purpose of reimbursement.

3. Governing Board of any school district and/or County Superintendent of
Schools may contract for transportation oepupils with a municipally owned
transit system. (E. C. 16803. 1)

Sacramento Regional Transit - Sacramento City UnifiedExample:

Practice: Governing Board requires parents or guardians of all or some
of the pupils transported to pay a portion of the cost of such
transportatio'n in an amount-detpirmined by the Board. No
charge maybe.made for handicizipped children. Sacramento
City Unified pays a se,t annual amount for such pupil
transportation.

_Added Comment: School districts could issue tickets to students as a
means of determining number of students being transported
who qualify (mileage wise) for purposes of 'reporting '

transportation expenditures to state.

K-3
4-8
9 -12

3/4 mile minimum
1 mile minimum
2 miles minimum
29 vrt

requirement for
reimbur sernent
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EDUCATION CODE SEaTIONS PERTAINING TO PUPIL TRANSPORTATION
BY MUNICIPALLY OWNED. TRANSIT SYSTEM

E.G. 16801

E.G. 16801

E. C. 1686. I

E. C. 16851

The governing board may purchase o rent and provide
. for the upkeep, care", and operation of vehicles, or may
contract :and pay for the transportation- of pupils to and from
school by.common carrier or municipally owned_transit
system, or may contract with and pay reasonable private
parties for tra:nsporta:tion..

the term "municipally owned transit system"
means a transit system owned,by a city, or by a district
created under Part I (commencing with Section 24501 of
Division 10 of the Public Utilities Code'. ).

When the governing board provic*s for the transportation
of pupils to and from school by contracf,-with.a common
carrier, municipally owned transit system, or responsible--
private party, the governing board may require the parents
or guardians of all or some of the pupils transported to pay
a portion of the cost of such transportation in an amount
determined by the board. The amount determined by the
board shall be no greater than that paid for transportation
on a comn?on carrier or municipally owned transit system
by other pupils in they district who do not use the transportation
provided by the contract of the district. Nocharge under this
section shall be made for the transportation of handicapped
children.

A school bus is defined as

(a) -
(b)
(c) ,

(d) A motor vehicle operated by a common carrier, or by
and under exclusive jurisdiction of a publicly owned
transit system, on scheduled runs but not used °

exclusively for the transportation of school, pupils.
(e) A motor vehicle operatedby and tinder-,th(rex-citisive

jurisdiction of a publicly owned transit *System,
and used under a contractual agreement to transport
pupils to and .from 's.chool activities bUt.not used
regularly to transport pupils to and from a public or
private school.
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FRANK W. IIATTAS

Administratite Director

'August

.EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES CENTER

333 Main Street - Redwood.' City, California 94063 - 415 364-5b00'

F. Curtis ,VeyI \ Katherine Clay
Coordinati g Librarian information Specialist Research Superri.or-

Marcia B. Garman.

. .

Mr. RobettE,'Spain
"Assistant Superintendent
Marin County Superinendent-of Schools Office
201 Tanial Vista Blvdi., ,

Corte Madera, California, :94925

RE: Search Request on Bus Transportation - Alternatives

9

Dear Mr. Spain:

I ran a computer search on this topit Iptl found nothing whatever on federal
programs, federal legislation, laws. or policy and the use of busstransporta46n
for school children. Neither, as 4 matter of fact, didoI find anything at all
on the use of public facilities Apr school tranSportation. So I consulted our
Director, Frank Mattas, who suggested that i cdll Joe Ash in San Francisco City
Schools.

Mr. Ash told me that there had been a proposal to use publit bus transportation
for'secondary school students in San Francisco, but that it was deemed too
expensive, and the idea was abanddned.

I am enclosing a document from our Fugitive Information Data Organizer (FIDO)
on the subject of voluntary transportation a report of a program iii. Lbs

Angeles. i have checked through Education Index, as well as our usual sources,
and regret Lo say that I have come out empty handed'. would add, however,-
that ERIC is usually several months behindin its citations, due to the whole
accession process. I will be happy to check for'you again at the next updaTe,

and send you news of he result.

In the meanwhile, I would suggest that you might try correspondence with the

.
urban education centers in the state - Los Angeles, Sacramento, and so on.
I regret that I cannot be of further-assistance-at thiS' time, emd I:hope thir ---

you will not hesitate to contact SMERC for information in the future. Thank you.

Sincerely,

V450 /
Karen C. Cole
Education Research Assistant

Enc: ID 002 804
21,

SAN M.ATEO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION
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TOLEDO 'AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY
1127 We st Curr.:t Avznue P.O. Box 4702 Toledo, Ohio 43620

Office of
CHARLES.r. WHITTEN,
GENil:.-LL1+,!ANAGER

July 29, 1974.

Mr. Robert L. Harrison
Assistant Gerral Managet
Marin County District
Civic Center Room.304-C
San Rafael, California 94903

Dear Mr. Harrison:

AUG.- '2 1974

MARIN COUNTY,
TRA:41T D:6TRIGT

In response to your recent. telephone call concerning TARTA's
transportation program with the Toledo Board of Education, I
.will, in this letter, attempt' to describe the high-lights only.

The steps necessary to implement such a system in any metro-
pOlitan area can only be determined after a feasibility study
concerning present routing, equipment requirements and funding
sburqes.

The system operated by TARTA will enter its thirdAschool year
4n 19g4-75 and has been successful not only 'for the Transit
Authority, but for the Board of Education as well, and is based
on a contract between TARTA and the Board of Edlication that
specifies the following:

.

1. Ohi- o law stipulates that each student-living a mi le
or more from the school attended is eligible for state
transportation reinibursement cnrrentlyat.$42 per school
year subject to the approval of the local board of °due-,
ation making such transportation available.

2. The Board of Education accepts the responsibility for

.

eligibility requirements, for printing and lamina-ell1g

-the passes; arid' is the receiving agent of state monies
that are paid to TARTA .

29



0

Mr. Tobert L. rrison
page 2
July 29, 1974
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3. .TARTA is responsible for providing total transportation
for.all students living within the boundaries of the
Toledo Board of Education. Currently some 20,000
students are-serviced eaph school day, aggregating 40,000
rides. 7

4. The passes are valid on school days only as dete-rminecq
by the Board. of -Education (180).

5.. The Transit Authority and the Board of Education each
designate a liaison' person to cope with 'th'e cly-to-day
problems in such 'a system.

Reimbursement to theoAuthority is on a monthly basis
through a 'billing and validating process worked,out
between the agencies.

During the school .day there is no time restrictionVor'_
ride restrictions on students involved: -This agreement,
in my opinion, serves a dual purpose. Whereas, a whole
generation of your@ people are totally uninformed with
mass-transit, by allowing this latitude .in the pass.
usage, young, citizens in this country, who will be the
supporting citizens of the future, ar.e beCbming involved
with mass transit. From-the Board of'Education's view
point, the flexibility in allowing, students tom participate
in athletic events, extracurricular activities and, in
fact, work- school actiyities.has been. eXtreiftely suc-
cessful. . .

.

.
. ,. . .

8. As you'know, under Standard 17 of the,)0T, school buses.
- must conform to certain markiligs, color, etc. .. The system
operated in Toledo is for all potential riders, and is
confined to route service only and does not comeunder
the aforementioned Standard 17 ramifications.

In my opinion, the ultimate marketing 'program any transportation
-system can have is usage by the.citiz6ns.who support it. With
the school pass' system we have total usage of the TART system.

.

In order to make state funding.. available for mass transit carrying
studentS, it was necessary to amend the Ohio Revised-Code to
include mass transit This was done in 197.1 by the Ohio Public
Transit Association. !-On the basis that mass transit is under

0

2 tl ;



Mr. 'Robert L. Harrison
-Page 3',
July 29, 1974

public ownership being partially supported by direct taxation
on a localbasis4,and by indirect taxation on a federal basis
i4eguate passenger. volumes Mustcbe obtained subject to these
tax expenditures. .And whreas..school bus operations are
totally .supported through-state and local taxation and in most
instances parallel the 'same service area as transit systems, -

.especiallyTin metropolitan areas, -by combining student trans-
portation with mass-transit, a more prudent use of tax monies
is experienced.

-Very trulyyours;

Charles F. .Whitten
General Manager

O

t ;
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rs. lara S.
470 Cascade 0r ive
Fai- , Calif. 94930

Dear "v1rs 64irrtr:

U

OctOber'22, 1974

Thaffi< you for your letter of October 14, 1974 inquiring 6bOut our{'

Pert Dial-a-Bus system. Unfortunately, our service to .various -schools--

in our service area-is limited and is not a solu ion to the highNcoSt

of school busing. -41e provide Home-to-School se ice only for those

students who live within 1&1/2miles of their schools and are not

therefor'e eligible for regular school bus service. '

K scheduled bus service does coexist with our Dial -a -Bus system.

The savings you heard about via Television ews can be attributed.to

the cutting back on parts of the heavy lost g fixed route systet, and

being replaced with Dial-a-Bus service.

$.
The following data and enclosed material will .hopefully answer the

questjons raised in your letter:, °

"i RiN..c_ship is presently about 600 passengers-a day.

"' Population is presAtly about 65,000 pedple.:

"i School children bused per,day is presently about 63.

'" No school hours were altered for thi,s .service.

'" Our Home-to-School service operates after ou-
"
morning rush hour and before our evening rush hour.

If we can be'of further service to you in this Tatter, .b1c-eF-. do

not hesitateetl advise;

Sincerely,

Stephen W. Warren
Perf Administrator

SWW
Enc.
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and back again!)
al-a will ;,;

cic(.4..-ett#/ ;
PERT di

school service for many_ stuuer ta in the i-Uil
dial-a-bus ser\,ice area for tne, 1973-74 school
year .

Here's how it work

If your child (or child:en) is not eligible for
regular school bus service, a new PERT dial-a-
bus will provide dcor:step to door-step ervice
to and from school e.ery school clay

Your child for children) may qualify for home-
to-school service if

Th6 school day starts AFTER 8 15 a m and
ends BEFORE 3 00 p m
The student att'end's one of the 'Schools
serviced by dia-a:bas (If you receive this
notice in the mail our name and address
has been provided by your school system or
PTA and your children, ARE eligible for
home-to-school servicel)

THE COST
S5 00 per week (ten trips) when you make
advance res,:ryations for a ,,-ieek s service

65 cents per"tutp. Gone way) when you call
before 2:p m the pr.eced:ng- day and malie
reser/1100ns for the folio,,ying day

1----25 cents (each wavy" for oach additional
family member making tl:e identical trip

WHAT TO DO
SlrnPlY Call PERT (WI d ;it 8 3)61 tot
corn; :cto or Mal!
to attached Lard ipn tau,. nt

NOTE!
sof (!,ttior to or horn 3ch,,01 ti

alSO ava'itable on atly.,ance re.,,eivai.inn hays
Olaf :'883181 for compleic froof 71,11ton
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UST COPY AVAILABLE

r.

E-

new dirr.ension trains .)matt' It s)
demand responsive s,:n.:ice
Anyone within the PERT Dial-A-Bus servic,e

area simply telephones thr- PERT dispatche
4nd a specially desc.7"d piti,,..rger bus willopick up that pliier:Vir tako
nim PE,R7
sen.qc area betwee'. 3 15 a :1 5 30 p m
weekdays

PERT Dial-A-Bus also connect
Regional T'ans,t Seroc:e 1 (Parh-Lakm
and 10 'Dewey A,..enue! tnat cassengrs may

crP RTS op,,:s atind area

Bisu Diaii-y 3u service pus avwlable
weekdays f,orm 6 15 a m unto 5 30 p

. r
Two types of peak flour service also is

available

Home -to -Work, for Kodak Park men and
women who work the 'A trick and.

Feed-A-Bus Service for people who want to
r:onnect with regular RTS routes 1. 10 and or 15

These two serN:ices may-be orJered by-t,
week or by in aci,-Ince iiist dial 28 ;
31811 And with advance reservation the Cr/
to you is reduced

This -peak hour' subscription servic
-operates frOm 6 a m until 8 a rn and from 3p m

° to 6 p weekdays.

In addition subscription service for 'some
school children for whom ,-cbOol bus service it,
not avaliable. is (';Eirir-r,) fur r:' fad

PERT aai c.iurse. bear co!)-,
ditioned in"the'stinliner and dozily heated in 11)1;
winter

who
PERT was.devisecl by. and is a project/ of. the

P,ocnester-Gen-:see Regional T

301

11,1uuty v.,11 pay capital costs PERT is
oper,r. ", n Rol -a Trans.t Sen,icr.

fares
'Peak Hour Service opeates as home-to wort

and feed-a-bus oetvieen 6 and t3 a ano s an,r16
p m Dial-AlBus-passenders may be
anytime between 8 15 a m and
weekdays

PEAK HOUR SERVICE FARES

Home to work Kodak Park subscription Pate
S7 00 per %,:e.ek r10 tripsi

Rate SOc per one -wa, trip*.

Fc,e-a-Bus SeR.r.e Subsi.,ietion c;a -
per week (10 trips. mcludes. transter5

Daily Rate 85c per one-way trip (includes
transfers) *

Home to School Service subscription rate 0

S5 pQ:per week (10 trips)

Daily Rate 65c per one -way trip

*-Reservations for daily service must be made
before 2 p m. the preceding day

DIAL-A-BUS SERVICE FARES

Basra Fare 51 00 25c for-each addit
family member making ti-?t, identicat trip

Fare with transfer to RTS route S1 05 per
one-way trip (includes transfer) 30c for each
additional family member making the identical.
trip

onal

how
When a call comes to PERT. a dispatcher im-

mediately notifies the nearest PERT Dial-A-Bos
and routes the driver to the pickup point The-
driver thfin is directed to the passengEir s des',
tipation,cver the shortest p.ossible route, usually
touching .other pibcup and destination points
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BALTRAN STUDY June 8, 1972
San Rafael, California

'A

,ffhe Balanced Transportation Program is a unified effort by

the cities and the County of 1,arin and the State Division of High-

ways to mesh long-range oland use planning with transportation plan-

-ning on 'a systematic county-wide basis. This includes considering

transit as part of the same system as highways. Up to now urban

development, highways, and transit were planned separately without

.11

full regard for the-impact each decision in oneoarea had on the other

two. As the name of the program implies, the objective is to strike

a balance between transit and - highway systems that meets tho) future

travel demands but dbes not damage the special environmental qual-

ities of Marin.

Phase I has been an assessment of h'ow the,adopted community gen-

era) plans for the future'match up with the transportation networks

that these same local-jurisdictions propose. Generally, local plans

reflect too'much land development proposed to be served by too little

transportation. EstiMates of the level of, transit patronage that,

would handle the projected overflow from the proposed highWay sys-

tem were an important result of the Phase I work.

Some important findings arising from this. evaluation of loc'al

plans were:

a. Travel demand will grow about 20% faster than the

county's-population to a level 3-1/2 tkies today's

trip-making. .

b. Trips to-Soncn.a County and North Bay lOcatjons will

surpass those to San. Francisco at soTe point before 2020.

c. '-.w111have ror&horre to work travel withth the county

than at Dre5:7;rt.

ao2



JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT
BETWEEN

MARIN COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS
AND -

MARIN COW4ThY TRANSIT DISTRICT

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this 23rd day of -aecennber , 1974,

by and between the MARIN COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS (hereinafter referred
to as COUNTY SCHOOLS) and' the MARIN COUNTY TRANSIT DISTRICT (hereinafter referred
to as TRANSIT DISTRICT)'.

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS,, the aforementioned are public agencies created by the laws of the
State of California and are empowered by law to enter into a Joint Exercise of Powers
Agreement for the purposes herein set forth; and;

WHEREAS, transportation services represent a significant share of the operation
budgets of all school districts in Marin County; and,

WHEREA, the cost of transportation services is increa.Ang to a point where it
represents a serious burden for many school districts and is.projected to grow even
further, thereby becoming a major problem for all districts in the future; and,

WHEREAS, theCOUNTY SCHOOLS are concerned with finding a solution to the
ever-increasing financial burden which transportation is placing on the school
system; and,

WHEREAS, the TRANSIT DISTRICT is empowered to provide local transportation
services within Marin County; and,

WHEREAS, school students are currently an important segment.6f the users of.
the.TRANSIT DISTRICT'S services; and,

WHEREAS;, there may be net public benefit in the provision of school 'transportation
by increasing the scale of school transportation services either by consolidation of
separate school district operations or by joint provision of services by the school

. districts and the TRANSIT DISTRICT: and,

WHEREAS, the COUNTY SCHOOLS and the TRANSIT DISTRICT have indicated they will
commit funds to study.the problems of financing school transportation.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as. follows:

1. 'OBJECTIVE

The pa.pose of this'agreement is,to provide a means for carrying out the
defined project. '

2. DEFINITIONS

, A. "Project" - The feasibility study Of consolidating school bus
services and/or 'combining school bus operations with public
transit. The workplan of the project is attached as Schedule A.
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B. "TechnicalStaff's Advisory Committee" - A committee (hereinafter.
referred to as TECHNICAL COMMITTEE) consisting of, one staff member
from each of the following agencies:

Marin County, Superintendent of Schools
Tamalpais Union High School District
San Rafael High School District
N to Unified School District

oreline Unified School District.
Marin Community College District
Marin County Transit District

Each of the above agencies shall have full voting status on the
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. Ihe TECHNICAL COMMITTEE may augment its
membership by including representatives from agencies such as:

Elementary School Districts of Marin County
California State Department of Education
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Golden Gate Bridge,. Highway, and Transportation District

which representatives shall not have voting rights.

3. METHOD TO ACCOMPLISH OBJECTIVE

The project shall be accomplished by the Marin County Schools Office and
by contract for consultant services with the firm of J.H.K. and Associates
of San Francisco.

4. PROJECT COST AND PAYMENT PROCEDURE

The project is estimatalto,cost a total of $25,000. The COUNTY SCHOOLS
shall pay $10,000 to the TRANSIT DISTRICT upon execution-of this agreement
by both parties hereto.' The TRANSIT DISTRICT shall pay the balance of
the cost of the, project not to exceed a contribution of $15,000. The

TRANSIT DISTRICT shall-contract with the ftrm of J.H.K. and Associates, of
San Francisco to provide required consultant services at a cost not to
exceed $25,000 with the framework' of Schedule B. The TRANSIT DISTRICT
will be responsible td receive consultant billings and make payments for
consultant services on a monthly basis.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE TECHNICAL STAFF'S ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The TECHNICAL COMMITTEE will be responsible to:

A. Determine Sdeaftttechnical tasks to be undertaken'.

B. Receive progress reports.

C. Report to Member agencies on progress of study.

D. Make specific recommendations on performance of"technical work
to member agencies.

E. Meet regularly and review,,proposals and tasks completed to date.
o



6. TERMINATION

This agreement shall rem in in effect for the period of time necessary
to.complete the PROJECT dnless terminated prior thereto by agreement of(
COUNTY SCHOOLS AND TRANSIT DISTRICT.

MARIN COUNTY SUPERINTENTT OF/SCHOOLS

1

fib' /.

County Sup n't den of Schools
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MARIN COUNTY TRANSIT DISTRICT

Chairman, Board o
.111W111.11. I
rectors

County Counsel
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SCHEDULE A

WORKFLAN FOR PROJECT

1. Survey of School District Transportation

2. Analysii of System 'Characteristics

3. Analysis of Administrative Characteristics

4. Examine Current Public Transit Utilization

5. Conduct Transit Needs Analysis

6. Identify Degree and Type of Consolidation or Combinqtion with
Public Transit

7. Select Area for Pilot Demonstration

8. Determine Operating Characteristics and Administrative Procedures for
Pilot Demonstration

9. Develop Evaluation Process fort Pilot Demonstration

ti

30



SCHEDULE B

WORKPLAN FOR PROJECT

J.H.K. and Associates agreei'to furnish all assistanceto the project,
such as salaries typing, printing, and mileage, at a fee of $200 per day.

1. *

1. Survey of School District Transportation - Assist Marin County Schools
Office to prepare questionnaire and interview schopl distrtct personnel.
10 days

Analysis of System Characteristics - Assist Marin County Schools Office

to analyze data collected. 5 days

3. Analysis of Administrative Characteristics - Assist Marin County Schools
Office to analyze data collected. 5 days

4. Examine Current Public Transit Utilization and Prepare a Report to be
Submitted to the TAC - This is the complete responsibility of the
consultant firm. 20 days

5. Conduct a Transit Needs Analysis and Prepare a Report to be Submitted
to the TAC - This is.the complete responsibility of the consultant firm.
20 days

6. Identify Degree and Type of Consolidation or Combination with Public
Transit - Assist the Marin County Schools Office in developing possible
alternatives for consolidation or combination of services. 10 days

7. Select Area for Pilot Demonstration,-"Assist Marin County SchOols Office
in selecting area for pilot demonstration. 2 days ,

Determine. Operating Characteristics and Administrative Procedures for
Pilot Demonstration - Assist Mann County Schools Office in developing ,

plan. 20 days

9. Develop Evaluation Process for Pilot DemOnstration - Assist Marin County
Schools Office to develop-evaluation process. 20 days

10. Investigate Possible Private or Federal Grant to Partially Fund Pilot
Project - Assist Marin County Schools Office in this investigation. 10 days

Estimated Cost_

Estimated,days

Reserve days

.122 at,$200 per day $24,400

3 at $20,0 per day' 600

Estimated Total $25,000
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

Dale A. Fleming
Robert E. Spain
Bob Harrison
Eugene De Brecht
John Scoggin
Ken Barnes
Fran lc, Casso,u

John J. Douglas
Jane Durr
Joe Goff
gene Hendsch
Robert W. Hubenette
Carroll Killing swor th
Stan McDougall '
Keith McPherson
Elmer McVerry

Bruce. Richard

Gil Slusher
Gene Turtle
William B. Welch
Peggy Woodring

116

January 7, 1975

Voting Members,

Marin Community College District
Marin County SchOols Office
Marin County Transit District
Novato Unified School District
San Rafael High School District
Shoreline Unified School District
.Tamalpais Union,High School. District

Agency Representatives on TAC

o.

San Rafael High School District
Fairfax School.,District
Dixie School District
Kentfield School District
J.H.K. & Associates
Mill Valley School. District
State Department of Education
San Anselmo School .District

:GoldenGate Bridge, Highway, and
TrariSportation District

Golden Gate Briclie-,----Hig_hway, and
Transportation District s

Larkspur School District
Marin County Schools Office

H. K. & Associates
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
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District:

PART A

School District Transportation Survey Data

A: School Hours

School Grades Start Dismiss

B. Bus Operations

1. Route Location (Provide .map of bus routes)

2. Schedules for Home-to-School TransportatiOn
(Fill out attached inventory sheet)

3. Do you furnish transportation other than between home and school?

.4
District Charter

Transportation Service

Number of times per semester:

N 4 System Reliability
Total in-service breakdowns per year:
Reserve vehicles:

5. Schi) ule Adherence
Avcra per month late arrivals of buses:*
Major reaNkons for late arrivals (e. g. , weather, traffic, breakdowns,
unfamiliari6/ with route):

*Arrivals after first bel
309.
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.

6. Special Operational Considerations

a. Access Problems (Tertain,'street configurations, etc. --describe):

b. Student Conduct (Disciplinary problems, vandalism, etc..):

c. Driver Performance (Student relations, chargeable accidents or
incidents, method of evaluating driver performance, etc.):

d. Special Education Students. Does the District provide its ,own
transportation for Special Education students?

Number of students served:

Number of vehicles assigned:

C. Bus Operating Costs (Breakdown of Line E; Schedule State Reimbursement
Form J-141, if filed)

Item 1973-74 Cost

Fuel, Oil, Lube Materials
Tires and Tubes
Parts and Equipment

Cost of Repairs (if contracted out)
a TOTAL



Capital Equipment

1. Buses

Gas or Year First
Unit No. Capacity Diesel Sold/Leased

Original
CostCost

COST OF BUS
LEASE

No. Year s Yearly Fee Amortization

it

S

6

a

c'

ra

3.t2
- 4 -



2. Maintenance Facilities

;a. Fixed Facilities

r;

Location:

Description (Number of pits, size, etc. ):

Original Cost:

Replacement Cost:

Are these facilities used'to service vehicles other than school buses?

b. Tools and Equipment:
(Summary description)

Original Cost:
.

Present Value:

c. Bus Storage Facilities:
(Description of Facility)

o

Are these facilities used to store vehicle other than school buses?

1

313
- 5
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Routing and Scheduling

1. Planning

a. Respons;ihle person (nre):
6

,

b. Approximate time devoted annually to planning (per son-days):

c. Pla:nning procedure (e; g. , size and location of student population,
determination of routes, location of gtops, route and schedule
'adjustments):

2. DispatOling

a. Responsible,person (name):

b. `Dispatching proc,edure (e., . , inspection of vehicles, especial
events, etc. ):

F., Transportation Staff

4.4

&el

..

§taff Members
No. of.

Staff Members

Average Hours per Week
EtevOted to School Bus

,
Qperations

Annual
Cost

,
-

;Planning and
Administration

.
-

Maintenance
Personnel

.

0
c'

, ..
''

Driver4 s
Full Time

Back' lip
'

--. ,

,

,

-7

.

,

.

.),

0

.

,.

_

.

. .

.

0

e
,

.

,-

.
0 -

,
,.

I

e

--6-314



Use of Training .Program s for Driver s :

G. Non-schoz:-.1. Bus Student Tr,avel (Esiimatenumber-of students utsing each made)

MODE
, .. , Walk to Driven Drive to School Use Golden -.;..

.
School Grade School to School (High Schdol,. Only) Gate Transit. _

. .

... . .._ .
V , ,

t

. .

4

.
4

..
t A

,
. . ,

o

4

., . S

1 a
..

4.
a

t

4

, . l
.;

a 6
.0

'4

..':.
l 4. -

.. 0

0 43 # r i 0 ...
4 .

u ' 0
m

.
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C,

0
4

: .' .

....,
a .. 4 4 4 4:1 . o l

f V ' 1S
.

,
.., .. 4 / ir . ....

"514. %
0

,i. A a '

. .., CMG`.. *".
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.
.,l'
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I

.1 N.
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..1

..1

p
4

I
.
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. '-`1
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ii. Current Operations (1974-75)

1. Distiict Enrollment

School

0.

Grades Current Enrollment

Sil
Y

Changesfrom 1973-74 Bus Operation

a. AdditiOnal Vehicles

ti

Unit
No. Seats

Gas or
Die sel

-Cost of Bus --..
Original

Cost
Lease

Yearly Fee

.

.

. \
.

.

3 1 6
- 8



b. Staff/Administrative Changes
(Describe)

c. Other Changes (Maintenance, storage, planning, etc.

7

Planning Considerations

Anticipated Future Changes (capital equipment, staffing, administrative
procedures, planning procedures)

317
- 9 -



Backgroundi

PART B

chOol District Transportation Survey Interview.,

The overall purpose of the Marin School Transportation Study

is.to determine if there are benefits that would accrue from a
Ttf

conpolidation of school bus operations and/or the combination of

school bus operations with an intra-county-pub.lic transit system.w

Specific study considerations are to:

Identify the specific tTansportation needs of each
of the school districts-in Marin County

_Determine whether a combined schOol and public
transit system would serve the identified, needs' of
both school and general public patrons to a greater
degree than separate transportation systems, .

. Determine whether consolidation within the school
district or combination with public transit would
be economically advantageous.

1

It is important that the needS and objectives of each School

district be identified at the outset So that a systematic feasibility

.study can be undertaken. To accomplish this objective,. an extensive

Survey of each school-district will be conducted to-develop infor-
,

;nation that will be used later to develop specific recommendations.

. This survey will be to obtain' facts on the Current district trans-

portation operatiOn, and, to obtain an evaluation of both the present

operation and possible alternatives such as hpsoutlined above.

The survey of factual data or bus operations will be_ directed

to district transportation supervisors. The evaluative portion of

the ,survey will bedirected.to both transportation supervisors and to

members of the 'school board. the. case of High School Districts,

a representative of the student body will be included also.

Survey questionnaired will be sent to transportation super-

visors to fill in factual data on bus operations. The evaluative



portion of the survey, will be carried out throUgh a personal

interview proCess so that a thorough discussion ofjmortant

issue's and ideas may take plitie. Interviews will be set up -

by .the Technical Advisory Committee which includes representa-

tives .5.-om most school_districts in the CoUnty. The interview

will be Conducted by the consultant, JIIK & Associates. .

.

Issues for Discussion .

To make the interviews as productive as possible the'

following items and issues are suggested as points of depArture.

Wbile.these iEAsuep,are,not exhaustive, they should serve to .bring

out some of the more obvious points to be considered in evaluating

.present and future transportation operations.

Effectiveness of Current District Transportation Operation

How effective is the system in handling the transpor-

tation needs' of the student population? What needs

are unmet by the present system? Is there any dis-

satisfaction voiced by parents over the system? By
la* ,

student's? By the community large? Can.the present

system accommodate special activities satisfactorily?

Can school. schedule changes be accommodated easily?

Is the system effective in terms of the annual cost

incurred? Can schedule and route planning functions

carried tout more efficiently? If transportation

services are contracted out, does the contractor per-
.

form effectively? ,What changes could be made in

operations or administration to'improve the system?

What will be the. impact of future changes in student

enrollment on the effectiveness of the current trans-

portation system?

z
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Consolidation of School District TransportatiOn

Operation

Consolidation of transportation operationstncludes

range of alternative possibilities effecting vehicle

fleetS, operations, planning, and administration.

Consolidation could take place on a small Scalewhere

a 4.hool district would share equipment resources with

a.neighboring district to handle spedial operation
.

p4oblems,or would share planning and, scheduling acti-

.vities for combined routes and - services. Or consolida-

tionmight taketplace -on a large scale where all

administrative and operational'functions would be

carried out at a centralized-facility-

Taking into account the broad range of possibilities

that exist, What-possible benefits do yd,1 see for your

,.school district?' What' disadvantages do you foresee?

How wouldit affect your district if planning functions

were handled by another district or by a centralized

planning taff? That are the imR,lications of distribu7

i-ing the costs of adonsolidated operatiOn among. the

school distridts? Would major policy changes Have to

be, made by your district to consolidate bus' operations?

What specific opportunities do you see,for consolidation

as far as your own"distfict is concerned (e.g., equip

ment, routes, schedules, planning, maintenance,

administration")?

COmbinaion.of .School Transporation with Marin County

Transit

As with consolidation, combinaon of schoOl transportation

and public transit covers a wid,' range of alternatives.

- -
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Transportation programs could be designed to serve

special transportation needs that neither school

transportation nor public transit serve effectively

now, .Combination could be accomplished with only a

few school districts-in the County. or it could be

organized county-wide. Combination could be organized
a k

around the increased use of public transportation for

school use or it might entail the sharing Of 'equipment
D

for joint school and general public transportation use.

providing that changpS can be made in current statta-

regulations regarding the use of-school buses. 'Combina-

tion could involve the joint administration of a .com-

bined transportation ,system using existing staffs and

facilities or it could invol7.) a centralizedooperation.

with its own full7tiMe staff or a staff provided, by Marin

County Transit District. As with the question of donsoli-

dation'of school 'transportation service's, the -'appropriate'

scale of doiobination depends on the identification of

needs and the evaluation of benefitS involved.

What advantages to your scliool:district do you see in,

.jointly providing school transportation and'publicAransit?

What disadvantages? What are :the adminiStrative implica-

tions to your district of 'jointly 'providing your own

'transportation and public transit"to the student population?

Planning implications?' Financial implications (cost.
,At

savin'gs).?' Would school board policies have:. to be changed

'toe allow joint provision of school transportation? Do

you anticipate any problems with stud-aril. safety and/or

the responsibilityOf'drivers in pdblic transit operations?

What resources could your school distridt ContribUte to 'a

jointly administered transportation system (equipment,
9

part time personnel, facilities)? 'Could the sharing ,of

costs and reventes in a jOint.ttansportation system be

worked out equitably as far as your district is concerned?

32.1



WoUld the availability of transit induce students to

use it for non-school purposes? Would high school

stiOents who now dr.ivesto. sdhodl use transit if it

were available? How would flexibility for special

school activities or schedule changes be maintained
o

in a combined system?

0
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PERSONS INTERVIEWED

Bolinal,s-StinsOn Jay V. Papish, Transportation SuperviSor
Peter Weston, Board Member

Dixie Joseph B. Goff, Business .vianager
Carol Kay Beckmann,Board Member

Fairfa)e - Mimi Zellers, Tiansportation Supe.rvisdr
.Tony Regan, Student.

Jane S. Durr, Board Member .

Kentfield Gene L. Hensch', Administrative Assistant
MrS. Win Setrakian, Board Member...

Laguna Joint

Lagunitas

Larkspur

Lincoln

Marin Community
College District

Donald T. Moreda, Bbard Member

Harry F. Roche, Superintenden't
Anna Mae Ke.ndratieff, Business Manager
Jacqueline Stoll, Bus Driver/Supervisor

Gilbert Sltisher, Assistant Superintendent
Shirley A. Walker, Board Member

6

Charles Spaletta, Board Member

Dale A. Fleming, Director of Planning
Dr, John A. Grasham, Superintendent
Frances Compton, Board Member
Irwin P. Diamond, President, College of,Marin
Dr. Ernest H. Berg, President, Indian Valley

Colleges
Students

Marin County Gene Turtle, Administratisie Assistant
Schools Glenna Wider, Director of Transportation

Mill Valley Carroll Killingsworth, Business Manager
Jack Eliot, Board Member

Nicasio Darlene Dolcini, Board-Member

323
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Novato Unified

PERSONS INTERVIEWED (Continued)

Dr. Eugene F. DeBrecht, Business,Mariager
Liz Mertel, Board Member
Betty Machado, Board Member
Students

Reed Union Charles Condrotte, 'Business Manager
. Charles Pa4I0on, Board Membe er

Ross' Sally Rakow, Board Member

San At-is elx-no

San Rafael

Sausalito

Keith C. MacPherson, Principal and
Transportation Coordinator

Gordon C. Sims, Supervisor, Buildings
' - and Grounds
Eugene E. Jacks, Board Member

John Scoggin, .Business Manager
John Douglas, Transportation StIpervisor
Diane Ellison, PTA Member.
Francis X. Kelly, Board Member
Student

Donald W. Johnson, Superintendent
Barbara S. Harris, Board Member
Betty Times, Board. Member
James Morgan, Supp.rvi,sor of Maintenance

and Operations

Shoreline Kenneth E. Barnes, Superintendent
Roy V. Parks, Board Member
Louise Passal'acqua, Board Member
Student"

Tamalpais - Frank\A. Cassou, Business Manager
Lotte Schiller, Board Member

Union Joint Eleanor Porni, Board Member

* * *

-Mark IV School Bug Alice Gardner, School Transportation
Service Coordinator

%al
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MARIN SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION STUDY

SCHOOL BUS FLEET INVENTORY
(District Owned Buses)

UNIT PASSENGER
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. CAPACITY

Bolinas7Stinson 1 66
2 66-

Dixie 1 66-
,

l

Lagunitas 1 66
2 66
3 _ 67

,Marin County 1 37

,.
2 9

p
3 4-5 WC:-
4 37
5 4-5 WC
6 4-5 WC
7 9

8. -s37
9 16

10 -9 ,

11 4-5
14 16
15 16
16 16
17 16
18 16
19 16

,- 20 16
21 16
22 11
23 11

,,.
24 -11
25 11
26 9

n 27 4-5 WC
28 4-5 WC
30 11
31 6

32 4-5 WC
33 4-5 WC
34 9

35 9

36 9

38, 16
42 4-5 WC
49 16
50 16

2 60
3 66
4 66

GAS OR
-DIESEL,

MODEL
YEAR

ORIGINAL
COST

-ANNUAL
'LEASE

G
G

G
G
G Y

1'971
1971

1963
1959
1962

10,700
10,700

7,196
6,990

G 1968,
,7,472

'8,8.96

G° 1963
G 1961

:G * 1972 10,500 1,800.00

d' 1961
G 196.9' 1,550.52
G 1974 1;79:60
G 1961
G 1971 1,526.40
G 1971 1,526.40
G ,1970: 1,540.52
d 1964
G 1971
G 1971 1,590.00
G 1970 1,526.40
G 1971 1,780.80
G 1971
G 1971
G 1971

- G 197,1

G 1971
G 1974 1,757.40-
G 1971,
G 1968
G 1968
G,, 1968
G 1967
G 1967
G 1968
G 1974 1,757.40
G 1968
G 1968 .1,176.60
G 1968'
G 1969
G 1,550.52
G' 1970: 1,550.52
G 1970 1,550.52
-G 1974 1,157.40
G 1972 1,590.00
G 1972 1,740.00
G 1972 1,740.00
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School Bus Fleet Inventory (continued)

SCHOOL DISTRICT
UNIT
NO.

PASSENGER
CAPACITY

GAS:OR
DIESEL

MODEL
YEAR

.ORIGINAL ANNUAL
COST LEASE

Mill Valley 1

2

3

4
5

6

8

62
5.1

79
79
79
79
66
79

G
G
D
G
D
G
G'
D

1953
1953
1966
1957
1973
1965
1968
1973

14,080.10-
12,509.75

- 12,773.00
16,417.76
33,610.00,
6,000.00
8,076.60
34,335.00-

Novato 1 79 D 1964 22,646.32
2 79 D '19.64 22,654.32
3 73 G 1956 14,185.08
6 79 G 1962 19,043.93
7 -'79 D 1962 19,043.93
8 79 D 1965 23,040.16
9 79 D 1966 22,354.80
10 79 D 1966 22,354.80
11 79 D 1567 24,707.80
13 79 G. 1962 19,043.93

-.., 14 79 G 1963 18,408.00
15 79 0 1967 24,707.80
16 79 D 1967 24,495.00
17 79 D 1968 26,004.30
24 '16 G 1971 4,882.50.
25 10 G 1969 3,631.52
26 5 G 1970 4,918.29
-0,

San Anselmo 2 54 G 1967 7,545.00

San Rafael 5 66 G ' 1974 14,245.00
9 39 G 1960 15,954.00

10. 66 G 1963 8,112.00
11 66 G 1963 8,112.00
12 66 G 1963 8,112.00
13 66 G 1964 7,113.00
14 .66 I G 1964 7,113.00
15 66 G 1964 7,113.00
28 16

6
-- G 1965 2,280.00

17 66 G 1965 6,971.00
18 66 G 1965 6,971.00
19 66, G. 1965 6,971.00
20 66 G 1965 6,971.00'
21 66 D 1968 9,251.58
22 69 G 1968 9,251.58
23 69 G 1968 9,251.58
24 69 D 196,8 10,574.22
25 69 D 1968 10,574.22
26 69 D' 1968 10,574.22
27 16 G 1969

345



School Bus Fleet Inventory (continued)

SCHOOL DISTRICT
UNIT
NO.

PASSENGER
CAPACITY

GAS OR
DIESEL

MODEL
YEAR

ORIGINAL\.
COST

ANNUAL
LEASE

Sausalito 3 67 G .1968 20,635.00 4,333.35

r

4
7

67,

61
G
G.

1969
1965..

22,200.00
18,430.00.

, 4,662.00
4,306.00

8 61 G 1965 18,430.00 4,306.00

'Shoreline' 1 61 1956 7,200.00
2 51 G 1949 10,000.00
3 61 G 1962 . 10,000.00
4 76 G 1965' 17,500.00
5 55 G 1965 11,600.00
6 55 G 196'7 11,900.00
7 12 G 1968 3,500.00
8 12 G 1965 3,200.00

,9 79 D 1970 27,678.00
10 76 G 1968 16,000.00
11 79 D 1972 31,000.00
12 16- G 1972 4,950.00
13 79 D 1973 31,000.00
14 ,16 G 197'4 5,500.00

ifamalpais 2 51 G 1955 15,000.00

34



'ALTERNATIVE A GOLDEN GATE* TRANSIT ROUTE 23 EXTENSION

Description

Continuation-of Route 23 from Olema Drive and Sir trancis
Drake Blvd. in Fairfax to Lagunitas, via Woodacre and Lagunitas
'schools.- Special AM eastbound.run from Nicasio provided for
'$ahool students.

Operating Characteristics,

Ikoute

Olema Drive at Sir Francis Drake -- Woodacre Imp. Club 7-
Lagunitas/San Geronimo Valley School -- Forest, Knolls -- Mt. View

Lagunitas Store. (No service to Tamal Rd., Arroyo Rd., or
Barra nca Rd. )

Schedule

. 30 minute service between 7:00. AM and 10:00 PM.
. BusesWrrive at Lagunitas schools at 7, 14, 37, and

44, minutes past the hour.
One AM eastbound trip via Nicasio

Equipment

, Golden-Gate Transit 45- passenger coaches required in
addition to existing equipment do Route 23.

Estimated Cost of Operation

15 hours x 2 trips per hour x 16 miles per round trip
,= 480 miles per day.
480 miles x peak/off-peak differential of 1 x $1.61 cost
per mile = 073 per day.:

Estimated Daily Patronage,,

Lagunitas School. District o

. 80% of 470 bused pupils (assuming no service to Tamal Rd.
area),= 752 person trips.-

Tamalpais High School Students

: 80 students one-way = 80 person trips

34"



College of Marin Students

25% of 150 students living in San Geronimo Valley
38 = 76 person trips..

General Public

,5%, of 3,100.residents = 155 = 310 person trips.

Total Person Trips

1,218

-348
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ALTERNATIVE B - COLLEGE OFsMARIN SHUTTLE

Description-

Hourly transit service from San Geronimo Valley to College of
Marin via Lagunitas, Tamal Rd., and Woodacre. Schedule for maxi-

,mum coordination with College of Marin class schedule.

Operating_Characteristics

'Route

College Ave. and Sir Francis Drake
Fairfax -- Woodacre (Imp. Club) --
Valley Schools Forest Knolls
Alternate AM run via Nicasio

Allvd. -- San Anselmo
Lagunitas/San Geronimo

- Tamal Rd. --_Lagpnitas

ty-.?

Schedule

. Hourly service between 7x.:00 AM and .10:00 PM.
Buses arrive Lagunitas schools at 25 and 45 min. past the hour.

a.

Equipment

. 2 Golden Gate Transit 45- passenger' coaches.

Estimated. Cost' of Operation

15 hours x 1 trip per hour x 27.4 miles per
round trip = 822 miles ppr day.

. 822 miles x peak/off-peak differential of 1 x $1.61 cost
per mile,= $ 662 cost per day.

Estimated Daily Patronage

,Lagunitas School District

. 50% of-470 bused pupils (assuming only hourly service 'to
schools) := 470 person trips.,

Tamalpais High School Students

80 students one way = 80 person trips.

College of Marin Students

.k 60% of 150 students living in San Geronimo Valley = 90
= 180 person trips.

35,1



General Public

5% of 3,100 Valley residents = 153 =-310 person trips.
400 patrons en route.

Total Person Trips

1,440

352
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ALTERNATIVE C -'SAN GERONIMO VALLEY SHUTTLE

Description
'. '

.

Valley transit service on 20zminute headwas between Lagunitas
and Fa4rfax (connecting with Golden Gate Transit. Route 23 at Olema
Drive and Sir Francis Drake Blvd.)

Operating Characteristics

J

Route

Olema Drive at Sir Francis Drake -- Woodacre Imp. Club --
Lagunitas/San GerciniMo Valley Schools -- Forest Knolls --
Tamal Rd. -- Lagunitas Store.

Schedule

20- minute service between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM.
Buses arrive at Lagunitas Schools at 4, 5, 24, 25, 44,
and 45 minutes past the hour.
AM sakl,H)M tripvia Nicasio for, high .studentss.

Equipment

.)
. 3. Golden Gate Transit 45-passenger Coaches

Estimated Cost of Operation'

. . 15 hours x .67,erips per pour x 17.4 mires -.per round
trip X 3 buses = 525:miles per day.

. 525 mires x.peak/off-peak differential of 1 x.$1.61 = $845
per day. ...

Estimated Daily Patfonage

Lagunitas School District
'.

1dOkof 470 bused pupils = 940 persOn trips.

Tamalpais High School Students

80 students round trip = 160 person trips

College of Marin Students

20% of 150 students living in San Geronimo Valley = 30
= 60 person trips:



6eneral PubliF

. -4% of 3,100 residents = 12.4 7, 248 persOn trips.

Total Perpon Trips

1,408

Lf
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ALTERNATIVE D - VALLEY SHUTTLE/COLLEGE OF MARIN SHUTTLE

Description

30 minute service between Lagunitas and Woodacre connecting
with 60 minute service between Woodacre, Fairfax, San Anselmo, and
College of Marin. Emphasis on Lagunitas school transportation,
College of Marin transportation, and special services transporta-
tion, and special services transportation for Valley residents.

Operating Characteristics

Route

(A) Woodacre Imp. Club Lagunitas/San Geronimo Valley
Schools -- Forest Knolls -- %Mal Rd. -- Lagunitas
Store.

(B) Woodacre Imp. Club -- Fairfax -- San Anselmo -- Col-
lege of Marin.

Schedule

(A) 30 minute service between 6:00 AM and 10:00 PM.
(B) 60 minute service betWeen 7:00 AM and 10':00 PM.

Buses arrive at Lagunitas Schools at 16, 24, 46, 54 min-
utes past the hour

Equipment

. 3 Golden Gate Transit 45-passenger Coaches or combination
of full size bus and specially equipped midi -bus for Valley"
Shuttle

Estimated Cost of Operation

. 626 miles per day including deadheading.

. 626 miles x peak/off-peak differential of .98 x $1.61 per
mile = $988 per day.

Estimated Patronage

-Lagunitas School District

. 100% of 470 bused pupils = 90.0 person trips.

Drake, _ . High School Students

. 80 students = 160 person trips

359



college of Marin Students

. 67% Of 150 students living in San Geronimo Valley = 100
= 200 person trips

General Public

5% of 3,100 residents = 155 = 310 person trips
400 patrons en route

Total Daily Patronage

2,010
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MARIN SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION STUDY

San Ger onimo Valley Transit.lqa_gunitas
Demonstration- Project

(Submitted to Urban Mass
Transportation Administration
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Funding Potential).
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SAN GERONIMO VALLEY
TRANSIT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The San Geronimo Valley is located in "rural" Marin County ap-

proximately three miles west ofFairfax, the nearest activity center,

anth approximately eight miles west of San Rafael, the region's pri-

wary urban center. The valley population is, about 3100 inhabitants

and includes a-higher.than average proportion of high'and low income

residents. The Lagunitas SchoOl District which is nearly cotermious'

with the valley, has the second highest proportion,of welfare re-

cipients of any school district in the County.

Public transit is limited to a San Francisco commute 'run and

two runtprincipally serving local high school students (Golden Gate

Transit Route 49). A West Marin route serves the Valley on weekends,

principally for recreational travel. No local transit is available

on weekdays.

The Lagunitas School District buses approximately '470 of the 506

pupils enrolled in the school district. Two buses are used for this

purpose with an annual buaget. of429,000. Buses make ten full Cir-

cuits of the Valley duringthe school day.

PROJECT TARGET GRGUPS

Lagunitas School pistridt Pupils

The 470 pupils currently bussedin the Valley are the largest

potential transit dePendent groUp and constitute the primary target-
,

of the demonstration project. The project will demonstrate that
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they can be transported safely and conveniently by local transit,

with' minimum changes in school schedules and rftximum reduction in

the school's transportation program.

High School,Students

Approximately 40 high school students, are now bussed out of the

San Geronimo Valley and surrounding areas to a high school i. San

Anselmo (East Marin). A special Golden Gate Transit route has been
o

established for this purpose, subsidized.in part by the local high

school district. The demonstratiOn project would include these

students and would enable funds supporting the existing route to be

diverted to the demonstration project.

College of Marin Students-

Approximately 150 junior college students live in the Valley and

commute to the College of Marin in Kentfield. The demonstration.pro-
.

ject would give them convenient transit service. .More than 40% of,

Marin local transit patronage.consists of students, many of them

College of Marin Students., and it is'assumed that the same propor-''

--tion of students in the Valley would become regular transit users.

The Elderly

The Whistle Stop. Wheels Program funded by the Marin County Tran-

sit District, provides'a Shoppers Shuttle twice monthly from the
,0

Valley to East Marin shopping centers. The demonstration prapect

would incorporate this service and expand it'' to a daily, twice Weekly

tun-opera-timg-t6"-§hopping, medical ,arid other services in East Marin.
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Handicapped

Special training will be required :of'demonstration project dri-

ver's in the operation of school routes and the handling of children.

The emphasis on human needs imparted in this training applies to

handicapped passengers as well, and it is hoped that the project will

'demonstrate the value of increased sevitivity to human needs as an

integral past of transit operation.

No provisiOns are currently made for the non-ambulatory handi-

capped in-the San Geronimo Valley. The demonstration project may

include a mid size vehicle for use in areas inaccessible to large

vehicles, and this vehicle could be equipped with a Wheelchair lift:

Low Income

As mentioned above, the San Geronimo Valley has a high concen-,

tration of welfare cases. In addition, unemployment is higher here

than elsewhere in the County. Although some of these persons may .not

be,able to afford transit, the demonstration project-prbvides access

to East Marin services and employment opportunities where none pre-

sently exists.

General Public

A San Geronimo Valley citizen's planning group has requested

local transit service for some time reflecting local desire for ac-

cess to East Marin. In addition, data from the Marin Ballanced Trans-

portation Study indicates that a considerable number of trips are

made, internal and external to the Valley that could be captured by

transit.
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Backbone of the operation is an extension of Golden Gate 'Transit

Route 23 that now operates between San Rafael. and Fairfax. -Adding 4

one bus to this route would allow direct service. to be provided to

the San Geronimo Valley at 60-minute intervals. This bus would serve

home7to-school transportation needs in its circuit of the Valy.

second_bus would provide home-to-school transportation during

school hours and provide specialized ti.ansportation during non-school

hours. The specialized service could take a number of forms depending

on the specific target group, equipment required, and time available.

The following options are proposed:

A) Health Services-Transportation. ExptesS trips to clinics

and hospitalsin,,East Marin allowing direct access to these

facilities for both valley residents and residents enroute-.

B) Shoppers Shuttle. Express trips to shopping centers in

San. Rafael and vicinity, argeted specificaely at Senior

Citizens. Could be combined with,(A) above.

C) ,Activity Centers Linkage. Trips beginning and ending in

San Geronimo Valley and linking major activity centers in?'EaSt

Central Marin. This service has two objectives: to provide

convenient access to these centers for Valley residents. (in-

corporating (A)-and (B) above); and to provide more dii.ect

service than offered by the existing system of routes. An

important feature of the, project will be to evaluate whether

direct transit linkage to these 'services substantially increase

use of the transit system by transit dependents.

f
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D) Intra-Valley Shuttle. Demand responsive service using
0

id-size vehicles and providing access to hilly areas in the

periphery'of the San Gerohimo Valley. Targeted at elderly,

handicapped, and the general population in remote areas.

EQUIPMENT

-2\
Equipment would be 45. passenger transit coaches used by Golden

Gate Transit with the exception that mid-size coach may be required
o

under specialized service concept (D) abovp4

1
PATRONK E

P4ttonge would depend on the type of specialized service pro-

yided. However, severa. l target groups can be identified at the out-

set: Legunf-tas-Schdol Qistrictpupils, high school' andcollege stu-

dents 'attending schools in East Marin, and external trips,made by

the general public. Together these groups would 'account for 1206-

1600 trips per day. By comparison, the average daily patronage for.

0

existing Sarin transit routes is,1200 passengers.

PROJECTCOST

The e-following costs are order --of- magnitude estimates: Operating

cost waS es imated assuming Golden Gate Transit as the opetator at

prevailing rates of .$1.61 per mile. ;Daily mifeage of 500 miles yields

a basic daily cost of approximately a00.00. This-cost Could h(ede- .

frayed by $100 assuming the home-to-school transportation budget of

the'Lagunitas,School'District could' be reduced-by this amount. Eli-
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mination.of the special high school route. operated by Golden Gate

Transit would provide an additional $125. Fare box revenue would

reduce expeiditures by $100-200'-eSsIming continuation of the existing

35G flat fare, Lagunitas pupils excepted. Net daily cost would then

be $375-475, giving.a total cost for a 176-day school year o $66,000-

84,000, The addition of a spe'cial vehicle for intra-valley demand

responsive service (mentioned under .(D) above) would require t capit 1

outlay of $20,000-30000 and a dispatching budget of .10,000-12,000

per year. Marin County's'Whistle :Stop Wheel would assis

in operating this service.

Cs
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San Geronimo Valley Transit--Lagunitas
Demonstration Project

-

AREAS -OF RESPONSIBILITY -

RESPONSIBILITIES OF
PROJECT UtRTICIPANTS

AGENCIES

....... ,.....

.

Administration
.

Responsible 'Agency!'

Project Advisory Committee
Drivers

,

Driver' Training .

LSD

X

X

X

GGT

X

X

MCTD
,

X
X

MCS

OX

.

TUHSD

X

,

WSW

.-

(X)

(X)

SGVPG

X

8.

' ihialicies & Procedures X '

.

, . .. LCommunity Information, X
'Passenger Information . ' X X
Student Passes X X
Evaluation X X
PasSenger Counts X
Community Liaison
Routes & Schedules

X

x K .

Special Transportation Needs
Pupil Conduct X

X X X ,

Driver Conduct
. X X .

Passenger Surveys _ X X

.

4'
.

.

'fiscal
,

. Funding Contribution

.

.X

.

X
,.

X
. A

.

.

41)

A.

.94.

. i
.

Operation
.

.
.

Equipment X (X)

Quality.of"Service X
..

Signing X
.

Route Mapping X X X
' Operating Data

-Back-pp k:quipment

LSD
CGT
MCTD
MCS
TUHSD

'WSW
SGVPG

-

Lagunitas School Disttict
Golden GatoTransit /

Marin,County Transit District
.Merin bounty Schools Office
Tamalpais Union High School District,
Whistle' Stop Wheels Program
San Geronimo ValluAd Hoc Planneg Group
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